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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to conduct an evaluation on a workplace training program 
using the Community of Inquiry (COI) model as a guide for course construction.  Given that 
online and blended learning programs have gained popularity in the past two decades, companies 
have struggled with how to prepare trainers in the areas of online teaching methods and 
instructional technology usage to create an effective and engaging learning environment.  In this 
study, I utilized the COI model, created for use in higher ed settings, in a workplace setting as a 
curriculum framework to revamp an unsuccessful online learning program.  The new curriculum 
and course logistics framed three presences contained in the COI model—cognitive, social, and 
teaching.  The researcher conducted evaluations by surveying the learners, the training team, and 
by direct observations of the instructional designers.  Results suggested that the COI model was a 
good foundation for building an online learning course in a workplace setting with slight 
variations.  A recommendation for future use in this new setting was to divide the teaching 
presence into two presences and create a new design presence, which makes a clear delineation 
between instructional design and content delivery functions. 
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CHAPTER ONE:  
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
Today’s workforces are not always centrally located, so bringing workers together for Face-to-
Face (F2F) classroom training from distant locations involves more time, coordination, and 
valuable resources.  Resource constraints, coupled with demographic and geographical 
challenges, have placed additional pressures on educators, creating a demand for new approaches 
(Adams, 2013).  One such approach is for corporate institutions to offer a blended learning 
program that combines F2F classroom training with online distance learning.  Blended learning 
combines asynchronous online learning with classroom learning events and focusses on utilizing 
technology to engage learners (Allison & Zane, 2015).  Effective blended learning incorporates 
thoughtful integration—not simply layering one on top of the other—of F2F classroom learning 
with online learning experiences (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004).  Blended learning should aim to 
provide a cost-effective program and a consistent learning experience to de-centralized workers 
in corporate institutions (Sethy, 2008).  In a survey conducted on 118 American human resource 
directors employed in organizations of various types and sizes—including government, business, 
and not-for-profit organizations—researchers asked about what was driving the increasing 
popularity of blended learning.  Most of the respondents reported that improving the availability 
and accessibility of learning and the quality of the learning experience were the key drivers, 
followed by cost reductions (Kim, Bonk, & Oh, 2007).  An additional benefit of blended learning 
is that it helps participants feel connected to each other.  Learners who study far apart from each 
other often have feelings of isolation.  Blended learning environments can facilitate a COI 
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(Garrison & Kanuka, 2004), where learners can connect with each other, have a sense of 
belonging, and a deeper learning experience.   
Although many agree that there are substantial benefits to implementing a blended 
learning approach, it does not come without obstacles.  Kim et al. (2007) identified fifteen 
obstacles associated with implementing a blended learning program, including: fast-changing 
technology, insufficient management support and commitment, a lack of understanding of what 
blended learning is, learners lacking self-regulated learning skills, organizational/cultural 
resistance, boring and low-quality content, limited organizational vision and planning, learner 
resistance, high cost of delivery, and a lack of quality instructors. 
In addition to creating a curriculum for workplace training, it is vital to measure the 
program’s effectiveness. An often-overlooked component of instructional design models, such as 
ADDIE (analysis, design, development, implementation, and evaluation) is the evaluation phase. 
An effective evaluation phase can indicate if the training program achieved its intended goals 
and enable the program evaluator to arrive at a summary or judgement about the program 
outcomes (Wang & Wilcox, 2006). 
 
Defining the Study 
Statement of Problem 
The company in this workplace training program evaluation, where I was employed as an 
Instructional Design Manager, is a nation-wide financial services company.  The organization 
needed to connect learners from across the country in a two-year sales training program that 
included one week of F2F training at months six, twelve, and eighteen after the program start 
date.  The classroom time (three weeks out of a 24-month program) was insufficient to introduce 
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and practice new topics; by the second and third classroom training session, trainers observed 
that most of the previously taught material and skills had been forgotten due to the lack of 
reinforcement or application of these new skills, as members of the program staff stated in 
informal observations of the class and articulated in post-session staff meetings.  Therefore, a 
large portion of each F2F training session was spent reviewing previous topics rather than 
building on previous learning.  A new format for the program was needed that included a portion 
of the program being delivered online between F2F classroom sessions.  
 
Positioning Myself in the Narrative 
This company re-employed me in August of 2014, after being away for six years to earn 
my master’s degree in Instructional Technology and to raise a young child.  I was familiar with 
this sales training program in my previous employment with the company and was excited to 
have an opportunity to make improvements from an instructional design perspective in my new 
role as the Manager of Instructional Design.  As a student of instructional design and adult 
learning, I knew that there were more efficient programs than the one the company used.  The 
team needed to create a program that reduced costs, did not increase the amount of F2F 
classroom training, reinforced the lessons in between classroom visits, and created an 
environment where learners could support and learn from each other in their first two years on 
the job.  In the first few months following my re-employment, I proposed and implemented a 
blended learning strategy to aid in solving these issues.   
Given that the company had budgeted considerable time and resources into this project, 
program staff and leadership needed reassurance that the online curriculum would be effective 
and engaging for learners.  After conducting considerable research on creating online 
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communities and curriculum, I decided that the best approach was to create the online 
community and curriculum using a social learning platform that enabled ease of use as well as 
collaboration among learners.  After a lack of success early in the process regarding learner 
engagement and assignment completion was revealed in ongoing formative evaluations, I again 
conducted extensive research and discussed my problem of practice with a faculty member at the 
University of South Florida to solve the problem of low learner engagement and low assignment 
completion.  The faculty member suggested the COI model (Garrison, Anderson, and Archer, 
2000) and decided that I would use this framework to build a more effective curriculum for the 
program.  Although Garrison et al. (2000) created the model for use in a higher education setting, 
I could foresee an application to a corporate setting.   
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this summative program evaluation is to  demonstrate  how I used the 
Community of Inquiry model as a framework to develop a blended learning curriculum for a 
sales training program of a major financial institution.  Through this approach, I will demonstrate  
how I used the COI model as a framework to develop a blended learning curriculum for a sales 
training program of a major financial institution; discuss the obstacles I faced when 
implementing a blended learning program based on the COI model; uncover which strategies the 
literature suggested for overcoming or avoiding each obstacle; reveal the summative evaluation 
results from the perspective of stakeholders and program participants; and finally, offer 
suggestions for a reimagined model that is better suited for the corporate setting—accounting for 
the intricacies and differences of blended learning in a non-academic setting.   
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Theoretical Framework 
“A worthwhile educational experience is embedded within a COI that is composed of 
teachers and students—the key participants in the educational process”  (Garrison, et al., p. 88). 
The same concepts apply to the field of workplace learning, although the roles are more 
commonly referred to as trainers and participants.  With the increasing popularity of online 
learning in the last two decades, a third component that has increasingly rooted itself into this 
mix of workplace learning is technology.   
As learning through computers began to gain popularity in the early 1990s as a versatile 
medium for the delivery of educational programs, concern arose about how to ensure that 
educators were maximizing the potential for quality learning using this new medium.  To this 
end, Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2000) developed the COI model to study the effectiveness 
of online learning, and to create a conceptual framework that identified the elements that are 
crucial prerequisites for a successful higher educational experience.  The philosophical premise 
of the framework was a collaborative constructivist approach to teaching and learning (Akyol, 
Garrison, & Ozden, 2009b); it assumed that learning occurs within the community through the 
interaction of three core elements, referred to as presences, that are both a separate and inter-
dependent: (1) cognitive presence, (2) teaching presence, and (3) social presence.  Sadaf and 
Olesova (2017) stated that the model was developed to guide the use of online learning 
environments in support of social constructivist approaches to learning, and to help establish a 
thriving community among learners, particularly those learning at a distance.   
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Figure 1.  COI model. 
 
Cognitive presence.  Within a COI, cognitive presence refers to how well members of 
the community can construct meaning through sustained communication.  Creating cognitive 
presence can be challenging when the training is F2F, but these challenges are multiplied when 
the training is delivered via computer.  Cognitive presence is a vital component to critical 
thinking, a desired process, and an outcome for learning (Garrison et al., 2000).  Cognitive 
presence, grounded in the Practical Inquiry Model, stems from the works of Dewey (1933) and 
Lipman (1991).  It is an iterative cycle containing four components: a triggering event, 
opportunities for exploration, integration of new ideas, and resolution by applying the new 
ideas.  The first two elements—the triggering event and the exploration phase—are lower order 
learning skills, as learners begin to explore a problem or topic.  The last two elements—
integration and resolution—represent higher levels of learning as learners work through, try out, 
and defend solutions to the problem (Sadaf & Olesova, 2017). 
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Teaching presence.  Teaching Presence refers to “the design, facilitation and direction of 
cognitive and social processes for the purpose of realizing personally meaningful and 
educationally worthwhile learning outcomes” (Anderson, Rourke, Garrison, & Archer, 2001, 
p.5).  To understand teaching presence better, Anderson et al. (2001) further broke down teaching 
presence into three elements: (1) design and organization, (2) facilitating discourse, and (3) 
direct instruction. 
Element 1: Design and organization.  Design and organization refer to creating a course 
outline including timelines, individual lessons, and objectives.  More specifically, this element 
involves the instructional management role that takes on the development and design of the 
course and the subsequent learning experience (Budhai & Williams, 2016).  Additionally, this 
element involves determining the appropriate mix of group and individual activities, as well as 
establishing timeframes for completion of activities (Anderson et al., 2001). 
Element 2: Facilitating discourse.  The second element of teaching presence, facilitating 
discourse, occurs when a teacher supports the development of the learning community by 
responding in a timely manner to posts and assignments—encouraging participation, modeling 
appropriate behavior, and drawing in fewer active participants.  These elements are vital for 
creating engagement and motivation for learners in an online community (Anderson et al., 2001). 
Element 3: Direct instruction.  Finally, direct instruction involves teaching according to 
more traditional methods, such as focusing the discussion, answering learner questions, 
diagnosing misconceptions, redirecting discussions back to the intended topic, and the 
assessment of assignments (Garrison, et al., 2000). 
 
8 
 
  Social presence.  Garrison et al. (2000) defined social presence as the ability of learners 
in a COI to show their full personalities and be “real” people.  Three indicators within this 
element are emotional expression (the ability to express feelings about the educational 
experience including the use of humor and self-disclosure); open communication (becoming 
aware of and responsive to others’ comments through reciprocal and respectful exchanges); and, 
group cohesion (building and sustaining a sense of group commitment).  Although Garrison et 
al.’s definitions of social presence referred to the learners, it is also important to have instructor 
social presence within the community (Richardson & Lowenthal, 2017). 
Research Questions 
This study will chronicle the process of using of the ADDIE instructional design model  
to incorporate the Community of Inquiry framework to transform an online curriculum in a 
corporate training program, the evaluation procedures used to determine program effectiveness,  
the results from the evaluation phase, and recommendations for the future. The following 
questions guided the current project:  
Research Question 1.  How can the COI model serve as a framework for creating an 
online curriculum for participants in a sales training program, what are the challenges, which 
themes emerged, and what conclusions did this experience provide? 
Research Question 2. Taking into consideration all available data, including personal 
observations, context of setting, participant and trainer surveys, what changes are suggested for 
adapting and implementing the COI model in a corporate workplace setting?  
This study answered these questions by describing the challenges that participants, 
trainers, instructional designers, and management of a financial sales training program have 
faced.  Based on the program goals, I developed a curriculum derived from the COI framework 
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and recommended practices from subsequent research.  Next, I revealed the results of the 
program through the eyes of the instructional design team, the training team, and the participants 
in the program from data including surveys, observation, and informal interviews.  This study 
concludes with recommendations for practitioners employed in a corporate setting who wish to 
implement this model.  The audience most likely to benefit from this study include practitioners 
in a workplace training function.  Hopefully, the relatable, personal narrative tone of this study 
facilitates communication between one practitioner to another, as opposed to a more academic 
tone.   
Limitations and Delimitations 
As a doctoral student in the field of Educational Program Development and former 
employee of the company at the center of this case study, it is vital to recognize and point out my 
personal biases while working as a qualitative researcher.  My own passion, thoughts, and ideas 
regarding curriculum and adult learning, as well as my professional and personal relationships 
with the members of the program staff, could have influenced my decisions, data gathering 
methods, and my perceptions of situations related to this case study.   
Although the online portion of the program lasted approximately twelve months, this 
evaluation only chronicled the first two cycles of online assignments—three months preceding 
and three months preceding the first classroom session—because the program consisted of three 
phases: Sections 1.0, 2.0, and 3.0.  The bulk of new concepts and topics appeared in this first 
cycle, and at the time of this study, the curriculum was still under development for the 
subsequent section of the program (Figure 2). 
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Finally, I ended my employment with this organization toward the end of the study, and 
as with corporate protocol, some data such as emails, notes, etc. remained with the company and 
were not available for direct use in this paper.  
 
Figure 2.  Blended learning program timeline with evaluated portion. 
 
In terms of the delimitations of this study, this work contributed to the very limited body 
of literature regarding the application of the COI model to a workplace learning program, in stark 
contrast to the many studies that explored the successful application of the model in higher ed 
programs and courses.   
G
R
A
Portion of overall program that is evaluated in this study 
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Terminology 
I have used the following terms and definitions throughout this paper. 
Asynchronous online learning.  Learning that takes place via computers or other 
technologies that allow the learners and teachers to interact independent of place and time. 
Blended learning.  A combination of F2F and online learning techniques. 
Community of Inquiry (COI) model.  A framework for the guidance of effective online 
learning in which members of the community aim to make meaning of the course content 
(Garrison et al., 2000). 
Distance learning.  Learning that takes place at a distance; in today’s learning 
environment, this usually involves the use of computers or related technologies.   
Data visualization through storytelling.  Bringing a story to life with simplified data 
and visuals tied to a specific purpose and audience (Lee, Riche, Isenberg, & Carpendale, 2015). 
Face-to-face (F2F) training.  Training conducted in a classroom setting where the 
teacher and students(s) are in the same place at the same time.   
Online learning.  Learning that involves the Internet and a personal computer or similar 
device (also known as e-learning).   
Summary 
Just over two decades ago, pioneers in the field of distance education—like Garrison, 
Anderson, and their colleagues—recognized the potential of computer-based learning as an 
effective and low-cost way to create a collaborative community of critical thinkers.  They also 
argued that to reach its full potential, the community must contain the three elements of social, 
teaching, and cognitive presence (Garrison et al., 2000).  Twenty years later, distance learning 
has become the norm rather than the exception; as technologies continue to evolve, the COI 
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model still serves as a valuable framework for establishing and maintaining a thriving online 
community. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
In this chapter, I document the rationale for using the COI framework in designing and 
facilitating an online course.  I briefly chronicle the use of computers and emerging technologies 
in education, and highlight the problems related to the emergence of new technologies used in 
early e-learning programs.  I further examine the importance of community in a blended learning 
environment, explaining how to combine social constructivist learning theories and collaborative 
e-learning theories to produce an effective and thriving online community.  I also document 
research that supports using the COI model as a solution to the early problems associated with e-
learning.  Most of the research collected in this chapter came from peer-reviewed articles related 
to online and blended learning, published books on similar topics, and personal correspondence 
with one of the creators of the model, Garrison, who graciously answered my numerous emails.   
History and Early Issues of Computers in Education 
Educators have used technology like radio, television, and film for decades to support 
instruction.  The 1960s witnessed the earliest use of computers in education, mostly for drill-and-
practice types of learning, widely referred to as computer aided instruction (CAI) (Reiser, 2001).   
In the 1980s, the increased availability of computers prompted a dramatic shift in 
education.  The use of computers in education created a new paradigm that came to be known as 
e-learning—the process of delivering digital information and study materials to people through 
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electronic media (Päivi & Päivi, 2005).  A problem with early e-learning was that it was 
primarily used to transmit or push out information, and not to help learners collaboratively 
construct knowledge or meaning (Päivi & Päivi, 2005).  However, as technology continued to 
advance, newer and more collaborative platforms enabled learning to become student-centered—
what became known as e-collaboration.  In this form of computer-based learning, the teacher 
acts as a facilitator and encourages peer-to-peer learning (Maor, 2003). 
Rice (1994) coined the term Computer-Mediated Communications (CMC), which he 
described as “a new and growing area of interest…which brings together both capabilities of 
computers and telecommunications networks to facilitate the creating, structuring, processing, 
storing, retrieving, and exchanging of content among multiple users” (p.  168).  Garrison (1997) 
was an early proponent of CMC technologies and argued for a “post-industrial” approach to 
distance education; one that moved away from the current world-view that distance education 
was to be mass-produced and individual.  He cited the primary characteristics of CMC 
technologies as flexibility and frequency of two-way communication, which enabled distance 
education to achieve a more collaborative, constructivist approach in which learners received 
support from “collaboratively constructing meaning and confirming understanding” (Garrison, 
1997, p. 3).  Garrison added that because of the continued technological advances based of the 
Internet, CMC could transcend a single media (text) for communication between learners, to 
include multi-media options such as uploading videos, pictures, and audio clips.   
According to Päivi and Päivi (2005), the rapid advances in technologies that marked the 
early years of e-learning led to a second problem, in that the courses and curricula were too often 
designed with a specific technology in mind, and not based on learning theories.  This was 
further evidenced by the long list of various terms for e-learning: CMC, CAI, distance learning; 
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online learning, blended learning, and mobile learning.  For Päivi and Päivi, these terms 
demonstrated that early e-learning was a technology-driven approach as opposed to a learner-
driven one.  Although the current case study revolves around creating a learner-centered 
approach, these same terms will be used because of their general acceptance and recognition in 
the field.   
Scholars have also discussed the excitement that the newest forms of technology 
generated.  Rourke and Kanuka (2009) noted that e-learning “brought these technologies to 
practitioners that lacked the technical, theoretical, or experiential background to deploy it 
properly” (p. 20).  The authors listed interaction, collaboration, and asynchronous textual 
communication between learners as concepts that represented unchartered territory for online 
teachers.  Snyder (2009) stated that many practitioners did not fully understand the capabilities 
of the new technologies, or the methods to best utilize them, and therefore, they needed new 
design theories to help them enhance their learning programs.  Researchers such as Clark (1983) 
and Garrison (1997) also warned that although technologies can aid in collaborative learning for 
distance education, sound instructional design concepts must drive the curriculum and activities. 
Moreover, they argued that technology should serve the purpose of the design, not vice versa.   
As online learning continued to gain popularity, pedagogy began to change as well, 
especially in terms of the use of collaborative learning (Robinson, Kilgore, & Warren, 2017).  
Koschmann (1996) identified a new paradigm in instructional technology in the mid-1990s, 
naming it Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL).  Koschmann described the 
purpose of this new paradigm as creating a robust learning environment by combining 
information and computer technology (ICT) with collaborative learning fundamentals.  As of 
2005, there was no single theory on CSCL, but the common viewpoint was “to focus on how 
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collaborative learning supported by technology and can enhance peer interaction and working in 
groups; and how collaboration and technology facilitate the sharing and disseminating of 
knowledge and expertise among members of a learning community” (Päivi & Päivi, 2005, p. 
319).  In just over fifty years, computers have transformed from a one-way communication tool 
from which learners receive information, to a platform for collaborative learning where the 
learners are no longer the recipients of knowledge, but rather the creators and the owners.   
Theoretical Frameworks 
Developing an online curriculum for adults entails multiple facets of adult learning 
curriculum theory, individual and group learner characteristics, and interaction models.  In the 
following sections, I highlight the most relevant in the following pages.   
Constructivism and Social Constructivism 
As the quest for methods to teach online courses began to take shape, many researchers 
agreed that constructivism was a natural fit for a foundation of online learning programs.  The 
work of Dewey (1933), Piaget, Bruner, and Vygotsky (1978) influenced the theory of 
constructivism, which revolved around the concept that knowledge was constructed.  These early 
scholars helped develop an understanding of the world via individuals’ interactions with their 
environment, including other individuals (Rovai, 2004).  A pragmatic view of constructivism is 
that the creation of knowledge is the by-product of learner-centered processes (as opposed to the 
instructor-centered behaviorist approach).  These processes include communication, negotiation, 
and questioning (Rovai, 2004).  Vygotsky (1978) focused on the social context of 
constructivism, such as the interaction between learners and between learners and teachers.  
Therefore, scholars widely consider Vygotsky the founder of the theory of “social 
constructivism” (Huang, 2002).   
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Recently, many educators have come to see the value of social constructivism as a 
foundation for the design of more effective learning environments (Woo & Reeves, 2007; Maor, 
2003).  Social constructivists believe that learning should include interaction with capable peers 
and an instructor who facilitates environments that foster social collaboration and reflective 
responses (Jonassen, 1994).  Woo and Reeves (2007) agreed that the development of web-based 
learning should be based on social constructivism to improve the research and development 
related to the effectiveness of online learning.  Specifically, they posited that to better create and 
measure authentic situations and meaningful interactions, practitioners should reconceptualize 
online learning to a social constructivism foundation.   
Scholars have proposed several theories and models for incorporating social 
constructivism into the design and development of online learning since computer-based learning 
became a prominent tool in the field of education.  Jonassen (1994) and Jonassen, Carr, and 
Yueh (1998) proposed a constructivist design model for developing online learning.  Indicators 
of this model included: constructing knowledge rather than duplicating it; fostering authentic 
environments for reflective practice; and, collaborative knowledge construction based on content 
and context (Rovai, 2004).   
Almala (2005) felt that the tenets of constructivism fit well with creating online learning 
environments and proposed a conceptual framework that triangulated the three constructs of 
constructivism, instructional design, and technology.  In his proposed construct, he argued that: 
effective instructional design was necessary for thriving online learning environments; the 
instructional design process should include selecting the appropriate technological features and 
platforms; and, educators needed to define the instructional objectives and scope of interaction 
for the learners to construct meaning.  Specific constructivist instructional strategies that Almala 
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recommended include “case-based reasoning; exploration; situated learning; collaboration and 
social modeling; modeling and coaching; collaboration and social negotiation; and, technology-
anchored instruction” (p. 10).   
Huang (2002) proposed a model that combined critical concepts of constructivism to 
enhance the design of online teaching and learning environments.  Huang designed the concepts 
to produce meaningful and authentic knowledge, they included: interactive learning; 
collaborative learning; facilitative learning (as opposed to directive learning); authentic learning 
experiences and environments; learner-centered learning; and, higher-order learning” (pp. 32-
34).   
Scholars have not widely accepted, cited, or adapted any of these proposed models, as the 
COI framework (Garrison et al., 2000) has eclipsed them in popularity.  The preference for the 
COI framework is evident in the citations, research studies, and on the topic of online learning.  
Due to the abundance of literature on the COI model, the ease of its application, and the general 
consensus in the research community of its effectiveness, I chose the COI model as the guiding 
framework in this study.   
Importance of Community 
Researchers have generally agreed that establishing a sense of community in online 
learning is an imperative.  Moore (2014) argued that by developing a sense of community, an 
instructor can create an environment that is conducive to student success.  An effectively created 
online community can evoke the “comforts of home,” helping to foster a safe atmosphere that 
instills trust, the sharing of ideas, and a gathering place for by people who share a common 
(Conrad, 2005).  A sense of community can increase student retention rates in an online learning 
program, decrease feelings of isolation and alienation that often come with learning at a distance, 
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and provide learners with a greater flow of information (Rovai, 2002).  Despite the lack of a 
single definition for a sense of community, common benefits and attributes include mutual 
reliance on other members, trust, a feeling of connectedness, and the sharing of common goals 
(Rovai, 2002).  
Brown (2001) developed three stages for building a community in an online learning 
environment.  Stage one involved making online acquaintances or friends.  This occurs when 
learners identify commonalities with their peers: shared goals, shared motivations, common 
situation, or shared interests.  The second stage involved a feeling of acceptance in the 
community.  This happens through thoughtful interaction in which others validate responses, 
resulting in a sense of “personal satisfaction in their own knowledge and ability to communicate” 
(Brown, 2001, p. 24).  The third and highest level of community is forming a sense of 
comradery.  This usually takes longer to develop and results in trust, friendship, and rapport.  
Researchers often use other terms associated with the community that are largely synonymous 
with Brown’s categories, they include: learning communities and communities of practice 
(Conrad, 2005).  For this study, I interpret references to online communities to mean learning 
communities and communities of practice.   
Setting up and facilitating a community.  The increasing utilization of online learning 
is forcing educators to emphasize the planning and instructional design elements of the online 
communities that they create.  Poorly designed communities that lack effective instructional 
strategies and activities can result in unsatisfying and unsuccessful learning experiences (Akyol, 
Garrison, et al., 2009b).  Many online instructors erroneously believe that their work is complete 
after they have established a community and placed the class online.  Communities that do not 
receive nurture or support wither and fail to thrive (Rovai, 2000).  Rovai (2007) differentiated 
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the responsibilities of running an online community between design (setting up the community) 
and facilitation (the methods to implement after establishing the community).  According to 
Snyder (2009): 
As online learning matures, it is important for both theorists and practitioners to 
understand how to apply new and emerging educational practices and technologies that 
foster a sense of community and optimize the online learning environment.  To 
accomplish this goal, it is critical that researchers continue testing instructional design 
theories and models in different online contexts and either build upon those theories and 
models or develop new ones that will provide appropriate and relevant guidance.  (p. 48) 
I found establishing and maintaining a community particularly challenging in this study, but 
previous research validated many of my concerns and experiences in this process. 
Interaction 
Another vital construct in distance education is the concept of interaction (Berge, 1999; 
Moore, 1989).  Woo and Reeves (2007) stated, “one of the key components of good pedagogy, 
regardless of whether technology is involved, is interaction” (p.15).  Previous studies have 
suggested that there is a correlation between interactivity and learner motivation, which results in 
positive learning outcomes (Mahle, 2007).  Interaction in online learning involves “reciprocal 
events that require at least two objects and two actions.  Interactions occur when these objects 
and events mutually influence one another” (Wagner, 1994, p. 8).  Although interaction is 
essential for any type of learning environment, it is more challenging to create it in an online 
environment; instructional designers often lack the theoretical foundations necessary to 
understand what constitutes meaningful interaction.  Wagner went on to recommend that 
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instructional designers create interaction opportunities through the creation of authentic tasks and 
a social constructivist lens to maximize effectiveness. 
Moore (1989) wrote that it is important to distinguish between three types of interaction.  
The first, learner to content interaction, described the process of intellectually interacting with 
content that results in changes in the learner’s understanding.  The second, learner to instructor 
interaction, involve the learner and the expert interacting through presentations; demonstrations; 
modelling of behaviors and skills; and, providing counsel, motivation, and evaluation.  Finally, 
learner-learner interaction, which Moore defined as a new dimension for distance learning, is 
where the learners interact with one another in the absence of an instructor.  Hillman, Willis, and 
Gunawardena (1994) proposed a fourth type of interaction—learner-interface interaction—
where the learner considered the evolving technology platforms used for online learning.   
Researchers have warned that interaction alone does not result in cognitive presence, and 
that scholars need to look at the quality of the interactions, not the quantity (Garrison and 
Cleveland-Innes, 2010); Shea et al., 2010). 
COI Model 
Although scholars have proposed other models and frameworks for designing and 
facilitating online learning communities over the last two decades, none have gained such 
widespread adoption as the COI model.  With its emphasis on social collaborative learning, 
social constructivism, sound instructional design principles, critical thinking, and facilitative 
learning, the COI model and its three presences provide a structured set of guidelines for creating 
and sustaining an effective online community (Garrison et al., 2000).  Although the three 
presences of the COI model can appear like separate entities, many agree that they are 
22 
 
interdependent, and that learning occurs in the shared space between them (Arbaugh et al., 
2008).  This interdependence is evident in the descriptions of the presences below.   
Cognitive Presence  
Cognitive refers to the ability to make meaning from ongoing communication within a 
community.  Some have argued that cognitive presence is the most basic element for success in 
higher education, as it is a vital element in critical thinking, a process and outcome that is 
frequently presented as the ultimate goal of all higher education (Garrison et al., 2000).  
Cognitive presence results from combining effective teaching and social presences (Garrison & 
Cleveland-Innes, 2010). 
Scholars agree that cognitive presence does not happen on its own.  Building a 
community where learners can make meaning from the content and discussions (teaching 
presence), along with the creation of an open and active learning community (social presence), 
requires sound instructional design methods.  Although interaction between learners and with 
educators is important in online learning, “it does not guarantee that students are cognitively 
engaged in an educationally meaningful manner.  High levels of interaction may be reflective of 
group cohesion, but it does not directly create cognitive development or facilitate meaningful 
learning and understanding” (Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2010, p. 135).  Garrison et al. (2000) 
asserted that teaching presence represents a critical component that transitions the community 
from social to cognitive presence.  Picciano (2002) also made a distinction between interaction 
and presence.  He noted that there were generally few conditions placed on the type and amount 
of interaction, but to obtain true cognitive presence, strict criteria (coding templates and the 
Practical Inquiry model) are necessary to attain deep and meaningful learning.  Furthermore, 
Kanuka and Anderson (1998) asserted that online instructors should recognize and avoid social 
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interaction without encouraging higher levels of cognitive exchange.  Establishing a social 
presence within a community is a precondition for an effective and worthwhile learning 
experience (Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2010).  Multiple studies have shown that the quantity 
of interaction is not indicative of the quality of cognitive presence, as measured by the 
progression through the phases of the Practical Inquiry model that Garrison, Anderson, and 
Archer (2001) proposed.   
The Practical Inquiry model derived from the works of Dewey (1933) and Lipman 
(1991), serves as a starting point for indicators of cognitive presence.  To develop a dependable 
unit of analysis for presences, researchers created a template containing indicators for each 
category within a presence for coding purposes (Figure 1).  The cognitive presence coding 
template is based on Dewey’s findings that inquiry proceeds through defined phases (Breivik, 
2016).  Indicators for cognitive presence corresponding to each of the four categories include: 
the triggering event (recognizing the problem, a sense of puzzlement); exploration (information 
exchange, discussion of ambiguities); integration (connecting ideas, create solutions); resolution 
(vicariously apply new ideas, and critically assess solutions) (Garrison, 1997) (see Table 1).  I 
will describe the reminder of the coding template will in the sections to follow, but it is important 
to note here that in the preliminary application of the coding template, researchers found that the 
indicators were a useful means for identifying, assessing, and facilitating cognitive, social, and 
teaching presence in asynchronous, online learning environments (Garrison, 1997).  When 
created, the intended purpose of the Practical Inquiry model was to serve as an essential tool for 
analyzing transcripts and guiding research into the optimal methods of conducting online 
learning, as well as realizing educational goals. 
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Table 1.  Cognitive Presence Coding Template. 
PRESENCE CATEGORIES INDICATORS 
Cognitive Triggering Event Recognizing Problem 
Sense of Puzzlement 
 Exploration Information Exchange 
Discussion of Ambiguities 
 Integration Connecting Ideas 
Creating Solutions 
 Resolution Applying Ideas 
Critically Assess Solutions 
 
 
Suggested practices in cognitive presence. Strategies for achieving deep and meaningful 
learning in F2F settings do not necessarily translate to the same outcomes in online 
environments, and therefore, scholars need to develop specific methods for asynchronous 
environments to attain cognitive presence (Kanuka & Garrison, 2004).  Learners must be able to 
go beyond “comparing and sharing” to have opportunities to apply what they have learned, in 
addition to discussing it. 
Shea et al. (2010) argued that researchers cannot accurately measure cognitive presence 
through learner perception or by coding threaded discussion items.  They suggested that threaded 
discussions mostly reference learning in the two lower phases of cognitive presence—triggering 
and exploration.  To measure deep learning, instructors should design and measure activities that 
allow for integration and resolution, such as projects, papers, and case studies.  Sadaf and 
Olesova (2017) agreed with this assertion, adding that teachers could achieve high levels of 
cognitive presence by designing questions related to the Practical Inquiry model, resulting in 
higher levels of learning.  In addition to structuring online assignments and activities to follow 
the coding template for cognitive presence and the Practical Inquiry model, the best way to 
achieve cognitive presence is through effective social and teaching presences. 
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Social Presence 
As essential as cognitive presence is in an educational transaction, individuals must feel 
comfortable relating to each other.  Cognitive presence cannot sustain a critical community of 
learners on its own.  It is more easily sustained when teachers have established a significant 
degree of social presence.  When social presence is combined with appropriate teaching 
presence, educators can achieve a high level of cognitive presence, leading to fruitful critical 
inquiry (Garrison et al., 2000; Shea et al., 2010).  Social Presence stems from the work of social 
constructivists like Vygotsky (1978), who asserted that students do not learn in isolation.  
Educators can use cognitive psychology, which maintains that people naturally learn and work 
collaboratively, alongside social learning theory, which argues that learning occurs within a 
social context and involves personal experiences, observations, and interactions with other 
individuals (Rovai, 2007).  Garrison et al. (2000) asserted that the “primary importance of this 
element is its function as a support for cognitive presence, indirectly facilitating the process of 
critical thinking carried on by the community of learners” (p. 96).  In such a collaborative 
community of learners, social presence becomes enhanced (Garrison et al., 2000).  Finally, in a 
true COI, the tone of the messages is “questioning but engaging, expressive but responsive, 
skeptical but respectful, and challenging but supportive.  In such a collaborative community of 
learners, social presence is enhanced” (Garrison et al., 2000 p. 96).  When social presence is 
combined with appropriate teaching presence, the result can be a high level of cognitive presence 
leading to fruitful critical inquiry. 
The coding template for social presence (Table 2) includes: emotional expression 
(emoticons); autobiographical narratives; open communication (risk-free expression); 
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acknowledging others; being encouraging; group cohesion (encouraging collaboration, helping); 
and, supporting (Garrison et al., 2000).   
 
Table 2.  Social Presence Coding Template. 
Presence Categories Indicators 
Social Emotional Expression Emoticons 
Autobiographical narratives  
 Open Communication Risk-free expression 
Acknowledging others 
Being encouraging 
 Group Cohesion Encouraging Collaboration 
Helping 
Supporting 
 
Suggested practices in social presence.  There have been many best practices that 
previous researchers have discussed on how to create social presence effectively (Jacobi, 2017).  
According to Rovai (2007), educators can maintain a social presence in an online learning 
environment by effectively facilitating online discussions through the following methods: 
providing motivation, establishing expectations, and opportunities for socio-emotional 
discussions.   
Providing motivation.  Rovai (2007) encouraged educators to generate motivation for 
learners to engage in productive discussions.  He highlighted that although some learners possess 
intrinsic motivation, others do not; therefore, instructors and designers must provide motivation 
by external factors to increase participation.  One such method that Rovai identified was to 
require participation in discussions as part of the grading policy.  Studies have shown that 
grading discussions can increase participation online and has the additional benefit of increasing 
the sense of community (Rovai, 2003). 
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Establishing expectations.  In addition to providing external motivational factors, Rovai 
(2007) explained that establishing clear expectations for learners regarding participation in 
discussions is vital, as doing so enables learners to self-regulate their behavior.  He further 
suggested incorporating a grading rubric into the course for supporting a common understanding 
of expectations, setting standards by defining quality, helping students become more thoughtful 
judges of the quality of their work, and establishing the necessary social support for learning. 
Opportunities for socio-emotional discussions.  Walther (1996) stated that individuals 
have a desire to form personal, rewarding, and complex relationships.  Therefore, they strive to 
interact with one another in any medium—including online learning situations.  To that end, 
designers should provide opportunities for these relationships to develop.  Rovai (2007) 
suggested having separate discussion forums where students can discuss topics of mutual interest 
or have discussions of a more personal nature leads to the development of more meaningful 
relationships.  He further argued that by establishing a forum dedicated to socio-emotional 
discussions, educators can dedicate course content to task-oriented interactions.  Educators can 
create such forums by giving learners choices regarding discussion topics; soliciting diverse 
points of view; providing ground rules for participation amount and etiquette; creating a specific 
grading rubric; having separate discussion forums available where students can meet 
electronically and discuss topics of mutual interest so that more meaningful personal 
relationships can be developed; and, refraining from becoming the center of attention.  Through 
these pedagogical strategies, the learners can interact with each other and the teacher serves as a 
secondary entity to keep the conversation going.   
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Teaching Presence 
The creation of structure and processes within a learning community are the foundations 
of teaching presence.  The primary goals of teaching presence include knowledge construction 
and encouraging active discourse.  Structure refers to the selection, organization, primary 
presentation of course content, and the design and development of learning activities and 
assessment.  Processes refer to the ongoing management of a community.  This includes the 
creation and implementation of consistent procedures like drawing in fewer active participants, 
acknowledging individual contributions, reinforcing appropriate contributions, focusing 
discussion, and facilitating an educational transaction (Garrison et al., 2000).  Teaching presence 
brings “all the elements of a COI together in a balanced and functional relationship congruent 
with the intended outcomes and the needs and capabilities of the learners” (Garrison & 
Anderson, 2003, p. 29).  The creators of the COI model (Garrison et al., 2000) used the term 
teaching instead of teacher, distributing the responsibilities and roles of a teacher among all the 
participants (Akyol, Garrison, & Ozden, 2009a).  This allows learners to function as facilitators 
of knowledge, and not solely passive recipients.  Effective teaching presence in online learning 
can have a positive influence on cognitive and social presences by regulating the amount of 
content covered in a course.  This can effectively moderate discussions, determine group size, 
and make good use of the technology platform that is the basis for the class.  Shea et al. (2010) 
also found a high correlation between teaching and social presences, noting that when teachers 
lead with high teaching and social presence, the learners will follow.  However, when an 
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educator lacks teaching and social presence from an instructor, the learners’ corresponding 
presences suffer.   
The coding template (Table 3) for teaching presence contains: instructional design and 
organization (structuring content, setting discussion topics, and establishing discussion groups); 
building understanding (sharing personal meaning/values, expressing agreement, and seeking 
consensus); and, direct instruction (focusing and pacing discussion, answering questions, 
diagnosing misconceptions, and summarizing learning outcomes or issues) (Garrison et al., 
2000). 
 
Table 3.  Teaching Presence Coding Template. 
Presence Categories Indicators 
Teaching Instructional Design and 
Organization 
Defining and initiating discussion topics 
Establish discussion groups 
Selecting appropriate content  
 Facilitating Discourse Sharing personal meaning/values 
expressing agreement 
seeking consensus 
 Direct Instruction Focusing and pacing discussion 
Answering questions 
Diagnosing misconceptions  
Summarizing learning outcomes or issues 
 
Suggested practices in teaching presence.  The behaviors of instructors influence 
learners’ activity (Kanuka & Garrison, 2004), and the presence of an instructor who 
demonstrates critical discourse and offers constructive feedback is crucial to facilitating higher 
learning in online settings (Fabro & Garrison, 1998).  When learners do not achieve cognitive 
presence, very often it is due to the lack of effective teaching presence (Hiltz, Turoff, & Johnson, 
1989).  The following categories highlight the best strategies for effective teaching presence that 
previous scholars have recognized. 
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Amount of content.  The asynchronous nature of learning in an online environment 
brings numerous benefits.  Learners have time to process the information, and reflect upon the 
content before responding in a meaningful way (Garrison et al., 2000).  Therefore, scholars 
suggested that teachers in an online environment should emphasize “depth of learning as 
opposed to breadth of content” so that learners can have time to critically analyze and construct 
meaning (Fabro & Garrison, 1998, p. 13).  By allowing learners delve into fewer topics on a 
deeper level, rather than having less time to delve into too many topics, educators can help them 
construct meaning.  An adequate time frame on a single topic to allow reflective learning is one 
to two weeks (Garrison et al., 2000). 
Group size.  Combining individual learning activities with small group activities 
promotes a sense of community by helping students make connections with each other, and as a 
result, increasing social presence.  Through groupwork, learners can become meaningfully 
engaged in a variety of learning activities, such as student or teacher led discussion groups, 
debates, projects, and collaborative learning groups (Rovai, 2007).  However, group size 
represents an important factor in establishing collaboration between community members.  Too 
few members can result in not enough interaction to generate interest, while too many members 
can be overwhelming (Rice, 1994).  Although each community differs in the chemistry of its 
members, content area, learners, and instructors (Rovai, 2002), it is recommended that educators 
establish small groups with an approximate size of 10 learners to promote effective interaction 
(Rovai, 2007). 
Facilitating discourse.  Facilitating discourse is vital in online courses as it helps to 
maintain the interest, motivation, and interest of learners.  Anderson et al. (2001) deliberately 
used discourse to indicate that meaningful learning is taking place, as opposed to the term 
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discussions.  To achieve adequate teaching presence, the teacher(s) should regularly read and 
comment on learners’ post and responses.  In addition, the teacher should encourage 
conversation, model appropriate behavior, and draw in those who are less active within the 
community. 
Establishing expectations.  In addition to providing external motivational factors, Rovai 
(2007) suggested that establishing clear expectations of what educators expect of learners 
regarding participation on discussions is vital, as doing so will enable learners to self-regulate 
behavior.  He further suggested incorporating a grading rubric into the course to support a 
common understanding of what is expected, setting standards by defining quality, helping 
students become more thoughtful judges of the quality of their work, and establishing the 
necessary social support for learning. 
Timely feedback.  One of the most critical components to teaching presence is providing 
timely and effective feedback to learners.  Rovai (2000) referred to this practice as “instructor 
immediacy,” which referred to the concept that instructors in an online forum should 
immediately provide feedback to learner’s contributions or assignments—even if it is a simple 
acknowledgement such as a virtual thumbs up, smile, or nod.  Timely feedback can decrease the 
learners’ anxiety and mistrust of an online environment and improve social presence.  Dempsey, 
Driscoll, and Swindell (1993) concurred, and equated delayed feedback with withholding 
information from learners, resulting in decreased motivation for learners. 
 
Validations for the COI Framework 
In a previous literature review, Arbaugh (2007) noted that the original publication 
introducing the COI framework (Garrison et al., 2000) had become the most cited article in The 
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Internet and Higher Education to date, with 161 citations from its debut in 2000 until September 
2006.  According to Diaz, Swan, Ice, and Kupczynski (2010), many of these studies address, 
either explicitly or implicitly, the validity of the COI framework and/or its conceptualizations of 
the individual presences (Kozan, 2016b; Richardson & Swan, 2003; Wise, Chang, Duffy, & del 
Valle, 2004).  However, few researchers have studied the three presences collectively.  In fact, 
the only researchers to conduct such studies were the creators of the original model (Garrison & 
Cleveland-Innes, 2004), whom I did not include in this review.  The most common focus of 
research on this topic was the correlation between the presences.   
Stodel, Thompson, and MacDonald (2006) conducted a study that validated the COI 
framework as a tool in assessing learner perceptions of gaps in an online environment.  Their 
study also emphasized that although the presences are not distinct entities, they are in fact 
interrelated, recommending further studies on how they work interdependently.   
Dozens of other researchers have conducted studies on the presences’ influence on one 
another, and most agree that when educators create and facilitate a single presence effectively, it 
has correlational effects on the others.  This correlative effect results in higher perceived learning 
from the learners.   
In his study on the relationship between the three presences of the COI framework and 
cognitive load as a predictor of learner perception in an online community, Kozan (2016a) found 
that the presences, when utilized properly, can keep the cognitive load at healthy levels.  In turn, 
this results in high learner perceptions of an online course.  The purpose of his study was to 
validate the idea that when the cognitive load remains at a healthy level to challenge the students, 
the cognitive presence of the community will become effective.   
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More recently, Yussiff, Mustapha, and Ahmad (2018) conducted one of the most 
significant studies to date.  The researchers aimed to “investigate the impact of e-collaborative 
teaching and learning on students learning outcomes with the mediating and moderating effects 
of three presences” (p. 23).  The researchers demonstrated the reliability and validity of the 
framework by administering a pre- and post-course tests to measure learning outcomes; an 
effectiveness of teamwork questionnaire to gain learner perceptions of collaborating in an online 
environment; and, the COI survey to measure learner perceptions.  Their findings suggested that 
“e-collaborative learning experience strongly predict learning outcomes indirectly through the 
mediating and moderating effects of the three presences” (p. 23), which contributed to the 
existing research by showing the presences’ direct impact on learning outcomes.   
In an editorial response on the COI website, Garrison (2018) stated that the results of 
Yussiff et al.’s study (2018) were encouraging, but not surprising, since the creators of the model 
had from the beginning posited that “when deep and meaningful learning expectations exist and 
care is given to designing and facilitating a collaborative constructivist learning experience, 
quality outcomes will result.”  Garrison elaborated that more research is welcome in 
demonstrating that deep learning is a direct result of the COI approach, and not simply 
influenced by it. 
Criticisms of the COI Framework 
In a review of the literature on the COI model, Rourke and Kanuka (2009) stated that, 
from 2000 to 2009, 252 reports and/or articles referenced the COI model.  Of those publications, 
48 analyzed data from one or more of the presences and only five included a measure of student 
learning.  Their criticism of the literature validating the model was that most researchers had 
gone off-course in measuring such things as learner satisfaction, when the central claim of the 
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model was the achievement of “deep and meaningful learning” (p. 20).  Yussiff et al. (2018) 
pointed out that in most cases, learning was measured only as perceived learning, usually 
assessed from a closed-ended single survey question.  Additionally, Rourke and Kanuka (2009) 
argued that most learners only achieve the lower levels of cognitive presence (triggering event 
and exploration) and rarely attain integration or resolution.  Other researchers have corroborated 
the claim that not only does cognitive presence account for less than half of the activities in an 
online course (Kanuka, Rourke, & Laflamme, 2007), but of that ratio, the percentages of 
activities in the two highest levels of cognitive presence ranged from 13% to 33% for integration, 
and 1% to 9% for resolution (Garrison et al., 2001).  At the time of their study, Rourke and 
Kanuka (2009) claimed that no report showing learners reaching the two higher levels had been 
published, and therefore, they opined that deep and meaningful learning does not occur through 
the COI model  They inferred that the COI framework was a failure: “the COI fails as a model 
for achieving deep meaningful learning because the procedures for achieving those outcomes do 
not materialize” (p. 43). 
In a response to Rourke and Kanuka (2009), Akyol, Arbaugh, et al. (2009) disputed the 
argument that deep learning is the “central claim” of the COI model, insisting that the COI is a 
“process model” that focuses on how to construct knowledge, rather than the learning outcomes.  
Furthermore, the authors referenced an earlier article (Kanuka et al., 2007) by the same authors 
in which they found that 20% of activities were represented in the highest phases of cognitive 
knowledge.  Akyol, Arbaugh, et al. stated that this statistic was promising, and that it was only 
reasonable that the earliest phases are where all possible solutions and situations are explored as 
opposed to the end of the process where researchers only tested the results.  Finally, Akyol, 
Arbaugh, et al. stated that it was premature to consider the model a failure, as many studies had 
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found that COI is indeed useful as a framework.  Shea and Bidjerano (2008) echoed the notion 
that the COI was a process model: 
COI is one of the few theoretical frameworks that attempts to systematically describe 
and explain the underlying processes and dynamics of student engagement and learning 
in online environments.  (p. 340) 
In another article, Breivik (2016) expressed that construct validity issues involving the 
coding scheme was a valid indicator of critical thinking.  He went on to argue that although 
Dewey’s (1933) interpretation of critical thinking highlights checking of claims tenability, the 
cognitive presence construct operationalizes critical thinking as progress through phases of 
inquiry, and therefore did not resemble the checking of tenability of claims.  He explained that it 
was quite possible to progress through the phases of exploration to integration without ever 
checking how well claims and arguments are supported.  In his 2016 study, Breivik found very 
little overlap between the cognitive presence coding scheme and the minimum conception for 
critical thinking—checking the tenability of claims.   
In a response editorial, Garrison (2017) suggested that cognitive presence goes beyond 
critical thinking because of the collaborative nature, which includes thinking, listening, and 
expressing thoughts, which all lead to meaningful learning.  Cognitive presence, he claimed, 
does not end with testing claims, but goes a step further by exposing learners to new ideas and 
perspectives.  Lastly, Garrison clarified the relationship between critical thinking and cognitive 
presence by noting that it does not operationalize critical thinking; it was based on Dewey’s 
reflective thinking and a collaborative practical inquiry process (Lipman, 1991), operationalized 
within the framework of a COI model reliant upon teaching and social presence working together 
(Garrison, 2017). 
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In yet another critical analysis of the COI model, Jézégou (2010) concluded that the 
creators of the model did not sufficiently elaborate on the foundations of the model.  
Specifically, they failed to explain how the model derived from social constructivism and how to 
effectively apply the model’s principles in designing an online curriculum based on the model.  
Jézégou stated that there was difficulty applying the model to his work, which led to doubts 
about the theoretical validity.  The author invited the creators of the model to give more 
explanation to give it a wider theoretical scope.   
Recommendations for the Future of the COI Framework 
As the COI model has garnered so much attention in the past two decades, the research 
community has made numerous recommendations for enhancements to the original model.  
Kozan and Caskurlu (2018) published a study on the recent recommendations for additions to the 
original COI framework, and I detail some significant modifications to the model below.   
Autonomy Presence 
Lam (2015) validated the three existing presences of the COI framework but concluded 
that “students’ roles in designing their own learning, consolidating their ideas and initiating 
discourse without the presence of a teacher was not reflected in the framework” (p. 51).  
Therefore, students expanded on the previous recommendations of others regarding learner 
presence and called for an autonomy presence as a fourth component of the model. 
Distributed Teaching Presence 
As previously mentioned, both teachers and leaders of the learning community can 
perform “teaching presence.”  The term, distributed teaching presence, elaborates on that 
concept: educators can delegate and distribute teaching activities (Coll, Engel, & Bustos, 2009, 
2013), and therefore, an amendment to the original three presences is necessary.   
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Instructor Social Presence 
Richardson and Lowenthal (2017) contended that the COI model “fails to acknowledge 
the unique roles teachers play in all courses but especially in successful online courses” (p. 532).  
They criticized the fact that the creators of the model refer to the presence as “teaching” 
presence, as opposed to “teacher” presence.  The difference, they argued, was that the role of a 
teacher should go beyond instruction and facilitation to include allowing the learners to get to 
know the teacher as a “real person.”  The authors suggested adding instructor social presence to 
the COI framework.   
Learner Presence 
In a study on self-efficacy and the motivation of learners in an online environment, Shea 
and Bidjerano (2010) cited the need for “greater understanding of the role of motivational and 
self-regulatory factors that may shape each individual student’s experience in the online learning 
environment” (p. 1728).  They concluded that a vital component missing from the COI 
framework was that of learner presence, calling for additional research on the topic.  Other 
studies echoed the need for a learner presence (Shea et al., 2014), as it is differed from teaching, 
cognitive, and social presence—therefore, it deserved its own domain. 
Social Presence as the Central Component 
In yet another study, Armellini and De Stefani (2016) concluded that social presence had 
a greater influence than originally depicted in the COI framework.  They found that social 
presence was not given full representation on content analysis, as many items that scholars 
would have classified previously as either cognitive or teaching presence, in fact fell into the area 
of social presence.  Therefore, they suggested a modification to the model whereby social 
presence became the center of the proposed model.  They also suggested the incorporation of 
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five subsets of the presences which overlap the various presences: interactions for learning; 
socialization of content; community development; and, course design, self-study, and the learning 
experience.  The authors also called for further research into their proposed modification.   
Emotional Presence 
In a more recent article, Majeski, Stover, and Valais (2018) proposed the addition of 
emotional presence to the COI model.  They asserted that emotional presence in the current 
model was limited to the emotional expression portion of social presence.  They suggested that 
the concept of emotional intelligence would support a “much broader role for emotional presence 
in learning and embrace to a larger extent how emotions play out in the learning process” (p. 53).  
They also suggested that emotional presence within teaching presence could lead to effective 
learning by fostering social and cognitive presences.   
Conclusion 
Despite its criticisms, the COI model continues to represent an influential framework for 
creating and facilitating online learning environments.  According to the official COI website 
(https://coi.athabascau.ca), the keystone article by Garrison had 2,002 citations as of January 
2014.  However, many researchers felt that more work is necessary to improve both the model 
and validate its framework.  In a call for further research on the validity of the COI framework, 
Garrison and Arbaugh (2007) recommended testing the framework in disciplines other than 
education: “one implication of the relative lack of empirical research on the framework is that its 
generalizability to fields beyond the education discipline makes it prime for further research” (p. 
167).  The proposed study takes place in a corporate setting and involves sales professionals in 
the financial services industry.  This setting meets these requirements and adds to the existing 
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literature.  Moreover, I concentrate on the original three presences of the model in the current 
study.   
  
40 
 
 
CHAPTER THREE:  
THE SETTING 
The purpose of the current study and the educational program evaluation was to test the 
use of the COI model in a unique setting.  I have dedicated this chapter to discussing the details 
of the program setting in terms of program participants, training and management teams, 
timeline, and other relevant details.  By discussing this program, I paint a clear picture of how 
this setting differs from a traditional higher ed setting that the developers of the model had 
originally intended. 
The educational program in this study focused on a corporate sales training program for 
new financial advisors within a national financial services company that had gone through 
numerous iterations and multiple management teams in the past decade.  Four years ago, in 
August of 2014, a new management and training team was brought in to diagnose problems and 
to offer solutions for revamping the program to serve as a quality educational program within the 
firm and in the financial services industry.  At this time, I was hired as the manager of 
instructional design to remodel the curriculum, including adding an online component to the 
existing F2F training. 
Program Logistics 
The company hired approximately forty new financial salespeople (referred to as 
participants or learners in this study) every calendar quarter, all of whom were located in 
company-owned branches in various locations around the United States.  Each salesperson 
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remained in their location, studying for industry exams (FINRA Series 7 and 66, as well as state 
life insurance exams).  They worked with a mentor to learn the financial advisory business for 
the first six months after the start of the program.  Mentors were generally seasoned financial 
advisors who served on a voluntary basis, and did not have any formal training—thus, the 
salespeople did not have consistent experiences in their branches.  Some mentors were extremely 
helpful, direct, and forthcoming with industry knowledge and skills—others were not.   
The participants traveled to the corporate headquarters for two weeks of F2F classroom 
training during month six of their employment, which was the first time that the training team 
contacted the participants in a training capacity.  After this initial F2F training, participants 
returned to their branches to implement what they learned during the classroom training into 
their daily job.  This includes areas such as prospecting for new clients, networking, and 
mastering industry and product knowledge.  The amount and type of reinforcement again 
varied depending upon the involvement of the mentor(s).  In 2014, when this study began, 
there was no formal support or coaching offered to the participants to reinforce any of the new 
skills introduced during the F2F sessions.  The participants then returned to corporate 
headquarters for a week of F2F training two more times in months twelve and eighteen.  
Although the participants were encouraged to master all knowledge and tasks associated with the 
program, all participants that met their sales goals at the end of the eighteen months (and who do 
not voluntarily quit the program) graduated (see Figure3). 
The participants in this study were sales professionals, meaning their primary 
responsibility was to obtain new clients and their financial assets in which to manage.  When 
they have accomplished this goal, those in charge largely ignored any deficiencies related to their 
participation in the training program. 
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Figure 3.  Blended learning program timeline. 
The training team in this program made recommendations and offered observations about a 
participant to a manager, but ultimately, the training team did not evaluate participants for 
completion of program requirements.   
Participants 
The participants in this study were professional adults employed as financial advisor 
trainees and were enrolled in an eighteen-month sales training program.  Classes started each 
calendar quarter and they generally contained between 25 and 40 participants.  Figure 4 (below) 
demonstrates the approximate number of hires for each calendar quarter during the time of this 
study.   
Registration was open approximately six months before the start date of each class.  The 
variance in the number of trainees per class depended on factors such as the number of available 
qualified applicants, mentor availability in each location, current stock market conditions, and 
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the number of participants that pass all industry exams.  Failure to pass exams before the six-
month deadline resulted in termination of the participant in the program, and from employment 
with the company.   
 
Figure 4.  Approximate hires per class. 
The participants were generally between 25 and 55 years of age, and all participants possessed at 
least a four-year college degree—a requirement for the program (Figure 5). 
 
Figure 5.  Age range of trainees. 
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Common degrees that the participants held were related to business, with some possessing an 
MBA. 
 
Figure 6.  Percentage of female trainees. 
Although there was a strong industry push to employ more females as financial advisors, females 
in this program still only made up approximately 10 to 30% of participants in any given class 
(Figure 6).  Selection criteria for the program included successful scoring on financial aptitude 
and personality tests, adequate presentation and people skills, a professional appearance, an 
interest in financial consulting, and a clear criminal and credit history. 
Management and Training Team 
The new management and training team for this sales training program consisted of a 
vice president who oversaw the overall program, including recruitment, enrollment, 
budgeting, and marketing.  Four sales trainers were responsible for F2F instruction, one 
instructional design manager (the position I occupied during this study) and one additional 
instructional designer.  I oversaw the creation of the curriculum for the program, with the 
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assistance of the additional instructional designer.  The only individuals with experience in 
running learning programs on this team were myself and one of the four trainers, which posed 
challenges discussed later in this case study. 
 
Figure 7.  Program staff. 
 
Program Challenges 
Upon my re-employment with the company, my first undertaking was to examine the 
current training program in terms of program objectives; learning outcomes; program logistics 
(including timing, place, methods of instruction, quality of instructional materials, and 
assignments); amount and quality of interaction between the trainers and the program 
participants; and, the roles of any stakeholders such as managers and mentors.  I conducted 
formative evaluations in the first few months of my employment by reading program artifacts, 
making classroom observations, and conducting informal interviews with stakeholders—
including former program participants, the management team, training team, and other 
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individuals who were familiar with the program.  I found the following striking deficiencies in 
the program. 
Challenge #1: Isolation from other learners and the program trainers.  There was no 
distance learning portion of the program, nor was there any contact from the training team until 
the week before the F2F training began in month six.  Because the learners worked at various 
locations around the country and there was no communication between the learners or between 
the learners and the program trainers, students were susceptible to feelings of isolation.  Moore 
(2014) argued that despite the great opportunity that distance education offers, it could also result 
in learners’ senses of isolation because they are learning the content on their own without the 
benefits of a shared experience with their peers.  Moore added that these feelings of isolation 
could “adversely impact the student’s perceptions of learning and the actual learning itself” (p. 
20).  The way to overcome the feelings of isolation is to help learners feel that they belong to a 
community of other learners.  The most important parts of a community, according to Rovai 
(2002), are mutual interdependence among the members; a sense of belonging; connectedness; 
spirit; trust; interactivity; common expectations; shared values and goals; and, overlapping 
histories among members. 
Challenge #2: Inconsistent learning experiences.  Because each learner had an 
individual mentor, their experiences were extremely varied.  Mentors volunteer their time, and 
each one had succeeded as a financial salesperson.  However, each mentor had his or her own 
method.  Therefore, the program could have forty mentors teaching forty different ways, and 
since mentors had built their businesses decades ago, their teachings did not align with more 
modern sales training techniques of the program.  The training staff found that, in many cases, 
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they had to “deprogram” the participants so that they could forget everything that their mentors 
taught them that was incongruent with the program. 
Challenge #3: Inadequate preparation for classroom training.  To be effective, a sales 
training program should concentrate on the experiential learning of “doing” rather than the 
learners being passive recipients of knowledge.  Because there was no introduction of concepts 
before the classroom training, valuable time was spent on introducing the participants to the basic 
principles of the program instead of practicing and reinforcing higher-level skills.   
Challenge #4: No structured reflection on, or reinforcement of training concepts and 
skills.  With the absence of a distance learning portion of the program, or communication from 
the program teachers, learners were sent back into their daily roles without a structured way to 
practice the skills they had recently acquired.  To make matters worse, participants lost 
knowledge or skills gained by the time of their second classroom training in month twelve.  
Consequently, instructors again had to waste valuable classroom time reintroducing basic 
concepts. 
Early Solution: Distance Learning 
It was obvious that the program needed some type of online program to reinforce the 
information of the course content between the F2F sessions.  As a result, I developed a hybrid 
learning program.  The instructional design team implemented an online knowledge-sharing 
platform that enabled the instructional designers to post seventeen group and individual 
assignments over a fifteen-week period prior to the first classroom training sessions.  This team 
conducted a needs analysis of all required knowledge and skills that would reinforce the topics of 
the F2F sessions, freeing up more time for hands-on application of skills as opposed to reviewing 
fundamental concepts.   
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A few months after implementing the program, the management team and I quickly 
observed a lack of engagement and participation on the online learning platform.  There was very 
little social interaction between the learners, and even less interaction between the learners and 
the trainers.  The user analytics from the learning platform backed up our observations. Further 
evaluations revealed that the trainers did not see the online portion of the program as a part of 
their job responsibility, and the learners had few opportunities or instructions on how to interact 
with one another.  The program designers also needed to ensure that the lessons were meaningful 
to the participants, that they encouraged critical thinking and higher-level problem- solving 
skills, and that participants did not see them as “busywork.”  
Program leaders were extremely displeased with the initial results.  In a study of early 
engagement and participation, I found that only 29.4% of participants had completed all 17 
assignments; 47% completed at least 80% of assignments; 79% completed at least 50% of 
assignments, and 21% of participants completed less than half of the assignments.  At an 
enrollment cost of 25 dollars per participant each month in the learning platform, leaders wanted 
to see higher engagement and assignment completion (see Figure 8). 
These results agree with Rovai’s (2002) assumption that instructors and instructional 
designers erroneously believe that once a course is designed and placed online, their work is 
done.  Unfortunately, what usually happens is that the community withers without continued 
nurturing of the social presence. 
Program Intervention: COI-Based Curriculum 
After returning to the analysis and design stages of the study and conducting extensive 
research, I discovered a theoretical framework that offered methods and solutions to overcome 
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many of the deficiencies that I observed and documented in the program.  I decided to revamp 
the curriculum following the COI model. 
 
Figure 8.  Assignment completion. 
 
  
10.00%
20.00%
30.00%
40.00%
50.00%
60.00%
70.00%
80.00%
90.00%
100.00%
Completed All 17 Completed at least
14
Completed At least
9
Completed Less
than Half
Assignment Completion
Percentage Of Students Completing Specified Number of Assignments
50 
 
  
CHAPTER FOUR:  
METHODS 
The purpose of this summative program evaluation using a process-oriented approach 
was to evaluate a sales training curriculum for financial advisors using the COI model as a 
framework.  I documented the challenges encountered with this transformation, analyzed results 
from learners and stakeholders, and offered some observations, conclusions, and 
recommendations for future use and enhancements to the model for use in a corporate 
environment.    The following research questions guided this study: 
Research Question 1.  How can the COI model serve as a framework for creating an 
online curriculum for participants in a sales training program, what are the challenges, which 
themes emerged, and what conclusions did this experience provide? 
Research Question 2. Taking into consideration all available data, including personal 
observations, context of setting, participant and trainer surveys, what changes are suggested for 
adapting and implementing the COI model in a corporate workplace setting?  
Study Design 
 Summative evaluations are performed after a training program has been 
implemented and can identify benefits (or lack thereof) to participants and the organization such 
as better understanding of topics, enhanced  skills and job performance, and increased motivation 
for example (Wang & Wilcox, 2006). Summative evaluations can justify future and past budgets, 
and also validate training interventions that have been implemented. Additionally, summative 
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evaluations can sometimes identify program deficiencies and trends not previously considered 
(p. 530). 
This summative evaluation measures the short-term affective domain of learner and 
stakeholder perceptions regarding the program, including motivation, attitude, perceived 
learning, and other benefits of the program (Kraiger, Ford, & Salas, 1993).  The affective 
domain, as opposed to the cognitive domain was measured due to the instrument used for 
evaluation, the official Community of Inquiry Survey (Arbaugh, et al., 2008) which primarily 
involves learner perception. Wang and Wilcox (2006) validate this use of instrument by stating 
that measuring learner perceptions usually involve an “attitudinal, Likert-style survey” that asks 
questions related to learning objectives, content, course design, instructional approaches, 
learning environment, and interactions (p. 532). They also recommend a question regarding 
technology usability and navigation for online courses.  
This evaluation used a mixed methods approach. Quantitative measures were used on 
closed-ended survey questions to measure means, and qualitative measures were utilized in the 
form of open-ended questions, observations, and program artifacts.  
Additionally, my intended audience for this study will likely be employed outside of a 
traditional academic setting, in a workplace setting specifically.  The particular audience who 
could benefit from this study is not accustomed to the traditional format and style of academic 
writing that is generally found in a standard dissertation but would most likely benefit from a 
straight-forward narrative from a fellow practitioner.  
To properly sequence the events within the study, I used a process-oriented framework 
for program evaluation proposed by Hiemstra (1972) which advises the utilization of a linear 
flow of events which include (but not limited to) initial assessment of the problem, develop and 
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validate program objectives, determine and specify program design, determine and incorporate 
evaluation methods, develop needed resources, implementation of program including chosen 
interventions,  execution of evaluation measures, analysis of data, and summarization and 
conclusion (p. 4-6). 
Data Sources, Collection, and Analysis 
This program evaluation utilizes online surveys to measure program effectiveness 
through the perceptions of participants and stakeholders. These were sent via email through 
SurveyMonkey.com. Participant data was solicited after each class, collected from the website 
and archived after each class. At the end of four classes, the data was analyzed for means and 
trends. The trainer data was collected once in the form of a survey sent after the fourth class. 
Analysis was done immediately after retrieving from the website.  
In collecting data, there are six sources that researchers most commonly employ: 
documentation, archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant-observation, and 
physical artifacts (Yin, 2018).  For this program evaluation, I collected documentation that 
described and presented details related to the program and curriculum, such as: lesson plans, 
checklists, agendas, announcements, and program-related document.  I also collected archival 
records and artifacts from the learning platform, like assignments completions and trainer 
feedback.  I collected this data from electronic databases.  Additionally, I accessed the learning 
platform to obtain necessary and relevant artifacts for this case study.  Analyzing this data helped 
me to draw conclusions, to make educated observations regarding program results, and uncover 
any previously undiscovered trends.  Where appropriate, I created visuals for specific data points 
to convey and clarify particular details about the program and interventions. 
Procedures 
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To construct and evaluate the program curriculum at my company, I utilized the ADDIE 
instructional systems design model.  This model was an iterative framework that included five 
procedural stages: (a) analysis, analyzing needs and goals of the program including learner 
outcomes; (b) design, using adult learning and instructional design theories to create a blueprint 
for the program format including assignments, timeframes, and program logistics; (c) 
development, the tactical creation of program materials and resources including videos, 
workbooks, and other course deliverables; (d) implementation, putting the training plan into 
action by testing it in a real-world setting; and, (e) evaluation, assessing the program by means of 
observation, surveys, interviews, and other lagging indicators such as participant retention and 
achievement of sales goals.   
Step One-Analyze Learner Needs and Create Desired Learning Outcomes 
To create a curriculum based on the Community of Inquiry Model, I compiled a list of 
the essential skills and behaviors (learner outcomes )  which are essential for the success of 
participants (analysis).   I further broke these outcomes into two categories—knowledge and 
skill.  Knowledge outcomes involve memorization or understanding, whereas skill outcomes 
involve the participants’ ability to perform a new task effectively. (Table 4). 
 
Table 4.  Learning Outcomes. 
TOPIC KNOW   
(Knowledge) 
DO 
(Perform a Skill) 
 
ASSIGNMENT  
Role of a 
Financial Advisor 
Understand job duties 
and sales goals 
  
Having 
Conversations 
Understand the 
importance of starting 
a conversation and 
being likeable 
Approach potential 
prospects in a natural way 
and conduct a 
conversation using the 
FORM model 
Assignment #1 
FORM 
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The Practical 
Selling Model 
Become familiar with 
the 3 parts of the PI 
Model, as well as the 
responsibilities and 
skills within each 
stage,  
 
particularly the Market 
and Connect section, 
which is building on 
skills of finding 
potential clients and 
engaging with them. 
Identify potential Target 
Markets, based on 
interests, acquaintances, 
knowledge of markets, and 
potential to gain clients 
Assignment #2 
Market and 
Connect and 
Target  
Building a Sales 
Pipeline  
Understand the 
importance of having a 
continuous list of 
people or companies to 
prospect to from 
various parts of life. 
Create a Mind Map 
starting at the center and 
branching out to areas or 
interests and going further 
out to listing specific 
people to target. 
Assignment #3 
Mind Mapping 
Asking Great 
Questions 
Understand that 
prospects respond 
better to people who 
are genuinely curious 
about them, and not 
pushing products.   
 
Recognize effective 
questioning techniques. 
 
Develop appropriate How 
and What Questions for 
each Target Market.   
Assignments 
#4-9 Deep 
Discovery 
Principles and 
Questioning 
Techniques 
Having a 
Compelling Story 
 
Understanding the 
WHY behind your 
decision to become a 
financial advisor. 
Composing and telling 
your WHY—what got you 
into the business, what 
unique skills and passions 
do you possess that will 
make you the right 
Advisor for clients?  
Assignment 10 
Finding your 
WHY and 
articulating 
your 
Capabilities 
Connecting with 
Affluent Prospects 
Understanding that 
being a successful 
Financial Advisor 
involves interacting 
with prospects that 
have wealth.   
Locate where prospects of 
wealth are likely to be. 
 
Successfully connect with 
affluent prospects by using 
appropriate language and 
sales skills to gain 
appointments. 
Assignments 
11-13  
Reading the 
Book Becoming 
a Rainmaker 
and 
participating in 
group 
discussion on 
each chapter. 
Financial 
Planning Software 
Understanding that 
having a consistent 
process for collecting 
Asking the appropriate 
questions and inputting the 
prospect information into 
Assignment 
#14 GPM 
Software self-
Table 4 (Continued) 
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information from 
clients is more 
professional, and 
leaves nothing to 
chance.  Understanding 
how to navigate the 
planning software 
program. 
the system, along with 
interpreting the data from 
the generated reports.  
Creating a sound financial 
plan for a prospect based 
on the planning software 
outputs. 
 
paced class 
including 
sample client 
scenarios. 
 
Financial 
Planning 
Understand what 
components make up a 
good financial plan.   
Understand the 
importance of having a 
process to collect 
information, make 
recommendations, and 
take your prospect on a 
financial planning  
Create your high-level 
financial planning process 
that will work you for you 
and clients, including haw 
many meetings, topics to 
be covered, services you 
will offer. 
Assignment 
#15 
Introduction 
to Financial 
Planning 
Process. 
Investment 
Philosophy 
Understand what a 
Philosophy is, why it is 
important to have 
convictions around 
how you will invest 
clients’ money. 
Develop your personal 
investment philosophy 
based on your knowledge 
and beliefs around 
investing. 
Assignment 
#16 
Developing 
and 
Articulating 
your 
Investment 
Philosophy 
Expectations Recognize your 
strengths and gaps so 
far in the knowledge 
and skills needed to be 
a successful FA.   
Make a list of items you 
would like to learn more 
about/master during the 
first classroom visit. 
Assignment 
#17 Your 
Expectation 
Video 
 
Step Two-Create Assignments to Achieve Learning Outcomes 
The next step was to design and develop the specific assignments using the components 
of the coding templates for each presence as a framework. 
Cognitive Presence.  Cognitive Presence refers to how learners make meaning of course 
materials and experiences (Anderson et al., 2001).  It is a task that the instructional design team 
conducted.  The instructional design team created the online assignments, following the Practical 
Table 4 (Continued) 
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Inquiry model, by creating a scenario for each assignment that introduced a realistic problem that 
the learners could likely encounter in their new role as a financial advisor and then posed a 
question that attempted to make the learners think about how they would resolve the problem 
(triggering event).  Next, the team asked learners to explore content like an article or video on 
the related assignment topic and share their thoughts with the group, including how they planned 
to implement the information into their practice (exploration).  In the third phase, learners had to 
integrate the new concepts and ideas to solve the problem or issue posed in step one 
(integration).  Finally, learners examined the results of their implementation and discussed any 
challenges or successes they encountered, what they learned from the experience, and how they 
would change their approach in the future with the group (resolution) (Table 5). 
 
Table 5.  Applications of Cognitive Presence in Curriculum. 
Categories Indicators Example of Applications  
Triggering 
Event 
Recognizing Problem 
Sense of Puzzlement 
How will you find potential clients, how will 
you engage with them and what types of 
problems will you be solving for them? 
Exploration Information Exchange 
Discussion of Ambiguities 
Please view the video below and respond to 
this thread by choosing 5 specific activities 
you plan to do in the Market and Connect 
Zone to build your 
Practice, including why you chose these 
particular activities.  After reading others’ 
posts, feel free to ask for clarification and 
modify your plan. 
Integration Connecting Ideas 
Creating Solutions 
After choosing your Target Markets and 
brainstorming the problems that this group 
may face, (lack of retirement income, lack 
of knowledge around business planning, 
etc.) list the ways in which you be of help to 
these groups by thinking of your role as a 
Financial Advisor. 
Resolution Applying Ideas 
Critically Assess 
Solutions 
Now that you have been implementing your 
marketing plan for 6 months, give us a 
status update.  Include what is working, 
what isn’t, what you plan on changing, and 
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any questions you would like to ask your 
classmates about what is working for them.  
Then, complete your revised marketing plan 
for review by your coach. 
 
Social Presence.  Social presence refers to the ability of learners to be real people and 
connect with others (Anderson et al., 2001), which I identified early in the program as an area of 
necessary improvement.  The team made modifications to increase effectiveness in social 
presence in several ways: finding an engaging method to introduce learners to the training staff 
and to each other; laying out program expectations in terms of participation and assignment 
completions; introducing and providing training on the use of the learning platform; sharing best 
practices for utilizing the learning platform to connect with each other and complete 
assignments; and, discussing what type of feedback and responses are appropriate.   
 
Table 6.  Applications of Social Presence in Curriculum. 
CATEGORIES INDICATORS APPLICATIONS 
Emotional 
Expression 
Emoticons 
Autobiographical 
narratives 
FORM (Family, Occupation, Recreation, 
Motivation) is a great way to not only 
introduce yourself to your classmates, but to 
trigger some great questions to ask when 
getting to know others, including prospects.  
This week, please introduce yourself to your 
small groups using FORM.   
Then, respond to two of your fellow group 
members by regarding something that you 
find interesting about them 
or something you have in common. 
Open 
Communication 
Risk-free expression 
Acknowledging others     
Being encouraging 
What excites AND scares you about your 
new role as a Financial Advisor?  Share 
your thoughts and respond to two others’ 
comments.   
Group Cohesion Encouraging 
Collaboration 
Helping 
Supporting 
As a group, discuss what the importance of 
asking great questions is.  Then together 
choose a video from the web that illustrates 
the points that you came up with.   
 
Table 5 Continued 
58 
 
 Teaching presence.  Teaching presence refers to the design, facilitation, and direction of 
cognitive and social processes for the purpose of realizing personally meaningful and 
educationally worthwhile learning outcomes (Anderson et al., 2001).  This was the most 
challenging element to implement in this study.  Instructional designers were in charge of the 
challenge of the instructional design and management role of creating and posting the 
assignments to the learning platform, but it proved difficult for the trainers who were responsible 
for the other two categories: facilitating discourse and direct instruction.  Facilitating discourse 
involved creating engagement and motivation for learners by responding to assignments and 
posts in a timely manner.  Direct instruction involved focusing the discussion, answering learner 
questions, diagnosing misconceptions, redirecting discussions back to the intended topic, and the 
assessment of assignments (Garrison et.al, 2000).  The instructional design team had to 
implement these tasks, based on the data revealing that these tasks were not being consistently 
performed. 
 
Figure 9.  Factors affecting effective teaching presence. 
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After interviews with the trainers responsible for the two categories in question, the trainers 
revealed that they were not familiar with the skills associated with items and did not feel 
comfortable giving advice in the subject area of financial advisor sales.  Moreover, they were not 
sure how to give meaningful, appropriate, and timely feedback, including how to keep 
conversations going, and redirecting conversations that had gotten off-track.  Additionally, the 
trainers indicated on numerous occasions in team meetings that a lack of time was a significant 
factor in their failure to achieve these goals.  With as many as five courses occurring 
simultaneously, a method for streamlining their workload was necessary (Figure 9).  In addition 
to sharing the research associated with best practices in teaching presence with the training team, 
trainers used creativity, building awareness, and persuasion to achieve success in in the realm of 
teaching presence.  As a result, there were weekly curriculum meetings between the instructional 
design and training teams to discuss the issue of timely feedback, and to solicit ideas regarding 
feedback and any other changes to the curriculum (Figure10). 
 
 
Figure 10.  Weekly curriculum meeting calendar invite.   
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Finally, the instructional design team and the most senior member of the training team 
conducted a three-part workshop on the importance of, and methods for, timely and balanced 
feedback.  As a result, the team collaboratively devised a plan for assignment feedback that 
allowed for pre-made generic feedback and praise that could be written and posted ahead of time 
of some assignments, creating the perception of teacher presence without taking additional time 
away from the trainers.  To achieve this, trainers created assignments that did not require in-
depth personalized feedback.  By concentrating personalized feedback on fewer, more significant 
assignments, significant time was saved, and learners saw a more consistent teaching presence.  
This development was a compromise, and not the recommendation of the instructional design 
team, which was to give personalized feedback on every assignment (Table 7). 
 
Table 7.  Trainer Touchpoints. 
Week 1: 
3/26 
Form & Introducing yourself in 
small groups.   
 
Due: 
3/30 
Trainer Touchpoint: Post 
video to small groups 
Week 2: 
4/2 
Target Markets 
 
Due: 
4/6 
Trainer:  
Individual Coaching #1 
ID Team to post 
engagement video  
Week 3:  
4/9 
Mind Mapping Prospect List  Due: 
4/13 
Trainer Touchpoint: Post to 
small group: 
encouragement on Mind 
Maps 
Week 4: 
4/16 
Deep Discovery 1: Mindset and 
Principles  
Due: 
4/20 
Trainer:  
Individual Coaching #2 
(multipart question - 
coaching on Zen 
Principles) 
Week 5: 
4/23 
Deep Discovery  2: What and How 
Questions 
 
Due: 4/27 
 
Trainer Touchpoint: 
Comment on video 
selected by group 
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Week 6: 
4/30 
Deep Discovery  3: Buffer, Framing, 
Fuzzy 
 
Blog Question Group 1 
 
Due: 
5/4 
Trainer Touchpoint:  
High fives 
Week 7: 
5/7 
Introduction to processes 
 
Blog Question Group 2 
 
Due: 
5/11 
Trainer Touchpoint:  
High fives 
Week 8: 
5/14  
GPM: Resource Guide/Sample 
Plan/Register for Live Class 
 
Blog Question Group 3 
 
Due: 
5/18 
Trainer Touchpoint:  
ID Team to post 
engagement video  
Week 9: 
5/21 
GPM: live class 
 
Blog Question Group 4 
Due:  
5/25 
 
Trainer Touchpoint: Post to 
small group: How will you 
use GPM? 
Week 
10: 5/28 
Pre-Connection Intro and Finding 
your why     
 
Rainmaker book blog question: 
group 1 
 
Due: 
6/1 
Trainer Touchpoint:  
ID Team to post 
engagement video 
Week 
11: 6/4 
The Client experience process 
 
Rainmaker book blog question: 
group 2 
 
Due: 
6/8 
Trainer:  
Individual Coaching #3 
(CEP) 
Week 
12: 6/11 
Investment Philosophy Introduction 
 
Rainmaker book blog question: 
group 3 
Due: 
6/15 
Trainer Touchpoint:  
ID Team to post 
engagement video 
Week 
13:  6/18 
Intro to Disc 
 
Rainmaker book blog question: 
group 4 
 
Due: 
6/22 
Trainer Touchpoint:  
High fives 
Week 
14: 6/25 
Expectations: What are you looking 
to Get Out of HQV 1 
 
Due:  
6/29 
 
Trainer Touchpoint:  
High fives  
Week 
15: 7/2 
Distance Learning survey 
 
Due: 
7/6 
 
 
 
Table 7 (Continued) 
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Step Three-Evaluation Measures 
After implementation of the new program structure, step three in this study was to solicit 
feedback about the new curriculum from key stakeholders: the instructional design team, the 
training team, and most importantly, the participants.   
Soliciting ID Team Perceptions.  As the main source of feedback from the instructional 
design team, I used notes from meetings and informal interviews and shared my feedback and 
data about the program through personal narrative.   
Soliciting Training Team Perceptions.  To gather feedback from the training team, I 
sent an electronic survey via email to two sales trainers (created on the platform Survey Monkey) 
(see Appendix B).  The survey contained five questions that invited the trainers to share their 
experiences with giving quality and timely feedback, as well as the benefits and the obstacles 
they encountered. 
Soliciting participant perceptions.  To gather data on the participants’ perceptions of 
the program, I used an instrument known as the COI Survey (Arbaugh et al., 2008) (Appendix 
A).  The questionnaire consisted of 34 questions regarding participants’ perceptions of the three 
presences (cognitive, teaching, and social), with the questions grouped according to presence.  
The questionnaire asked the participants to rate each statement on a Likert scale as to how 
strongly they agree or disagree with certain statement based on their experiences in the online 
portion of the learning program.  A rating of 5 indicated that the participant strongly agrees with 
the statement; a rating of 1 indicated that the participant strongly disagrees.   
After participants completed fourteen weeks of distance learning, the instructional design 
team published a post on the learning platform requesting that participants of the training 
program complete a voluntary and anonymous survey.  The post contained a link to a survey 
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powered by the website Survey Monkey that contained the 34 questions in the COI survey, and 
an additional open-ended question that asked the learners to elaborate on what they felt could 
have added to their online learning experience.  The survey was designed to help the training 
team continue to improve the distance learning portion of the program.  A reminder was posted 
two days later, and data was collected the following week.  The team collected the data on the 
Survey Monkey website, and it was completely anonymous.  The team sent the survey again 
after the second round of online assignments that followed a two-week classroom session to 
review and reinforce concepts, followed by an additional ten weeks of distance learning to apply 
the concepts.  This program evaluation only used data from the first round of surveys. 
Validation of instrument.  Prior to the creation of this instrument in 2008, most 
measurements for the validity of the COI framework were coding and analyzing transcripts of 
online programs.  The creators of the COI instrument argued that this new method of analysis 
would move from a descriptive to an inferential method, thus allowing for larger and more 
widespread studies. 
 
G
R
= Survey sent to 
participants 
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Figure 11.  COI Survey Sent to Participants 
 
Analyzing all the entries from participants and teachers in an online course could be extremely 
time-consuming, whereas analyzing data from a survey could provide useful data that can be 
automated.   
In a systematic review of 103 studies using the COI survey to assess blended learning 
programs from 2008 to 2017, Stenbom (2018) found that “the COI survey is a widely accepted 
instrument for revealing participants’ perceptions of a learning experience…[and] provides a 
reliable and valid measure of cognitive, social, and teaching presence as outlined in the COI 
framework” (p. 27).  The consistent and similar results from these 103 studies confirmed the 
validity of the instrument to provide reliable results.  Furthermore, the study suggested that 
blended learning interaction outperforms strictly online learning interaction.  Stenbom also 
asserted that to continue validating this instrument, “it will be necessary to expand the settings in 
which the instrument is applied in order to make more general claims about the nature of online 
and blended learning” (p. 28).  This study aimed to provide the results of using the instrument in 
an expanded setting of a corporate workplace training program.   
In another study attempting to validate the COI survey, Bangert (2009) invited future 
studies to validate the future use of the COI survey, but also stated: 
From a practical perspective there is adequate evidence to date to support the use of the 
COI survey in its present form as a formative assessment that can be used by faculty to 
improve the design and delivery of their online courses.  (p. 111) 
Soliciting feedback from all three of these areas gave a thorough picture of the effectiveness of 
the online portion of the program.  It provided perspectives from the viewpoint of three 
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stakeholders: the learners, the trainers, and the instructional design team.  It also brought to light 
some emerging and unexpected themes that will be discussed in the final chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5:  
RESULTS 
The main purpose of this study was to gain insights and perspectives from three core 
groups of people involved with the development of a new online training program: the training 
team, the instructional design team, and most importantly, the learners.  In the following chapter, 
I have documented the feedback and observations of from each of these groups and quantified 
their responses in numerical charts (see Appendix E). 
Trainer Perceptions 
As discussed previously, the instructional design team sent a five-question survey 
(Appendix B) to the two trainers who remained in the program, as two had left their training 
positions and were not available to respond to the survey.  Both trainers quickly responded to the 
survey without additional prompting and were eager to share their thoughts.  I have organized 
their responses below (see Table 8) along with summary and interpretation for each question. 
 
Table 8.  Trainer Survey Responses. 
Question 1 Response 1 Response 2 
What positive benefits did you 
observe from the program 
participants as a result of the 
online portion of the training 
program?  
They were better prepared for 
the core principles and 
content presented in 3 
classroom visits (Cognitive 
Presence).  They connected 
with each other and started 
commenting on each other’s 
posts (Social Presence).  This 
increased learning and 
They had a baseline 
knowledge of content covered 
in the online portion that 
allowed us to "hit the ground) 
running" or go deeper into the 
subject (Cognitive Presence). 
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Table 8 (Continued) 
 
relationship building.  This 
was the beginning of their 
"peer network".  
Question 2 Response 1 Response 2 
How do you feel about the 
amount of feedback that time 
allowed you to give your 
participants for each 
assignment? 
I gave the amount and quality 
of feedback that time would 
allow. 
I could have done better in 
the amount and quality of 
feedback I gave. 
Question 3 Response 1 Response 2 
What was your biggest 
obstacle in regard to 
supporting participants with 
the online portion of this 
program?  (Other than the 
learning platform) 
1.  Too many coachees to 
monitor 2.  Too many other 
competing priorities 3.  Since 
most questions on the 
platform were open-ended, 
they created free-flowing 
responses which required 
time to read, understand, and 
comment with value-added 
feedback. 
Time.  With 50 coachees and 
45 minutes coaching calls in 
addition to time spent in the 
classroom facilitating the 
additional time needed on the 
platform was limited to 
feedback within some time 
constraints. 
Question 4 Response 1 Response 2 
What is one thing that you 
would change about the 
online curriculum portion of 
this program?  (Other than 
the learning platform) 
1.  Fewer assignments spread 
out between assignments 2.  
Create more yes/no or 
multiple-choice questions 
I would have someone who’s 
specific role was to provide 
feedback to the participants 
and record completion of 
assignments or less trainees 
on the platform because we 
have more trainers to support 
the program. 
Question 5 Response 1 Response 2 
What do you feel is the best 
part of the online 
curriculum? 
1.  Preparation for classroom 
training (Cognitive) 2.  Early 
connection with 39 peers 
(Social) 
They get to know each other 
way before coming to class 
(Cognitive) and they get a 
solid baseline or overview of 
the content we will be 
covering class so we can go 
deeper and practice more 
when they are here 
(Cognitive). 
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Trainer Response Summaries Per Question 
For Question #1—what positive benefits did you observe from the program participants 
as a result of the online portion of the training program?—both trainers agreed that the two main 
benefits of the online curriculum were connecting learners with each other (social presence) and 
building a quicker knowledge of the fundamental skills of the program (cognitive presence).  
Both trainers mentioned that the learners had a baseline knowledge of the main topics and skills 
as they arrived at the first classroom training.  This led to deeper and richer learning in the 
classroom, as they could spend more time exploring the higher stages of the Practical Inquiry 
model, resulting in a higher amount of cognitive presence.  For example, instead of starting at the 
triggering event and introducing a problem in the classroom, learners had already recognized the 
problem, and started the exploration phase.  During class, learners were able to share their ideas, 
practice new skills, solicit feedback from peers, and get closer to the final stage of resolution for 
these new competencies.   
There is a saying in the instructional design world that says, “Never teach something in 
the classroom that you can teach elsewhere.” In this program, the online portion of the class 
allowed the program participants to gain knowledge around a topic on their own time and apply 
that knowledge in the classroom where they are able to practice and receive peer and trainer 
feedback. Our trainers were able to act as coaches instead of pushers of content, which gave the 
learners more time and tools to hone their financial advisory skills. 
 
For question #2—how do you feel about the amount of feedback that time allowed you to 
give your participants for each assignment?—one trainer indicated that he or she gave the 
amount and quality of feedback that time allowed and the other indicated that he or she could 
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have done a better job in giving feedback.  This was a multiple-choice question, and neither 
trainer chose the “I believe I gave the right amount and quality of feedback for each assignment” 
option.  This showed that they had answered honestly about program deficiencies.  This was an 
important area of disagreement between the training team and instructional design team.  It was 
encouraging to see that the answers reflected that the trainers agreed that the feedback was 
insufficient, and that this area required more work.   
When asked about obstacles preventing timely and effective feedback (Question #3), both 
trainers gave similar responses related to a lack of time and too many participants to manage 
adequately.  Both trainers mentioned having too many other competing duties—including 
classroom facilitation and monthly 45-minute coaching calls with each of their approximately 50 
coachees—that left little time for the online portion of their jobs.   
One trainer also addressed the types of assignments, stating, “since most questions on the 
platform were open-ended, they created free-flowing responses which required tome to read, 
understand, and comment with value-added feedback.”  This was also a frequent conversation 
between the training team and instructional design team.  In response to this, I would argue that 
from an instructional design perspective, the program focused on acquiring specific skills as 
opposed to knowledge.  Therefore, learners needed to explain their techniques and ideas for their 
individual business development plans, and to adequately do this, they needed open-ended 
responses.   
This topic speaks to the priorities of the organization, the management team, and the 
training team.  As humans, we tend to make time for things that are priorities. Providing online 
feedback was not a priority in this program, as evidenced by observations, direct conversations, 
and demonstrations by the management team that classroom training and individual coaching 
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were the priorities of the program.  There was no adverse effect on the trainers for not giving the 
appropriate feedback, in one collection of data, it was determined that out of 170 opportunities 
for feedback, all four trainers fell below forty percent. When I presented this data to 
management, it was not taken seriously or acted upon.   
 
Question #4 asked the trainers for suggestions to improve the online portion of the 
curriculum.  One trainer suggested fewer assignments and more multiple-choice questions would 
be beneficial.  As mentioned in the previous question, multiple choice questions generally 
measure the memorization of knowledge, which is lower-order learning, whereas acquiring an 
understanding of a topic, or application of new skills, are examples of higher-order learning.  
Therefore, multiple-choice questions would not serve a purpose in this program.  For example, 
remembering that a touchdown is six points in the game of football would represent knowledge; 
explaining how to score a touchdown following all the rules and proper procedures would 
represent understanding; and, using skills acquired to score a touchdown would represent 
application.  A multiple-choice question would not measure one’s ability to score a touchdown, 
nor could it measure a financial advisor’s ability to perform a complex task such as prospecting 
for new clients.  These tasks are more in-depth and require the more advanced skill than 
memorization.  
 The other trainer suggested a new role designated to giving participants feedback and 
checking assignment completion, which had merit.  It would free up the trainers’ time to 
concentrate on classroom and coaching duties.  They could fulfill their primary functions of 
facilitating cognitive, social, and teaching presence in the online portion of the program.  
Classroom training and coaching represent different skillsets than online facilitation, and this 
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program validated the works of Rourke and Kanuka (2009) and Snyder (2009), who argued that 
trainers accustomed to classroom training may not have the skills, knowledge, or confidence to 
conduct effective online teaching.  Based on the results of this study and the structure of the new 
program, having a role specific to the online teaching requires further exploration.  I approached 
management on multiple occasions concerning this idea, who unfortunately denied the request 
emphatically each time.   
In conversations with the trainers, I uncovered that there were some trainers who would 
prefer to only teach online portions of the program, and there were trainers who only wanted to 
facilitate classroom training. A better alignment of the trainers’ skills and preferences could have 
improved this issue. There was a closed-minded view that every trainer had to perform all 
training tasks and be generalists instead of allowing trainers to play to their skillsets and become 
specialists in a particular area. Having management with experience running training problems 
who had witnessed a variety of training team configurations, and an open mind to try new things 
besides a traditional model also could help to improve the issue. 
 
Question #5 asked the trainers to state what they believed was the best part of the 
curriculum.  Although the intention of the question was to gain insights into what assignments 
they felt were the most effective, both trainers answered the question in term of benefits of the 
curriculum.  This demonstrated how respondents may interpret unclear questions differently than 
the researcher intended.  Nonetheless, the answers were similar to Question #1, in that both 
respondents viewed the benefits as earlier knowledge of the program topics (cognitive presence) 
and building a cohesive network with each other (social presence).   
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In summary, the training team felt that creating an effective social presence had many 
positive results.  Several members of the program staff recalled how awkward the first few days 
of classroom training had been before the online portion of the program was implemented.  It 
required nearly to a week until the group became familiar and trusted one another.  This impeded 
the interactive classroom learning, as the participants were not comfortable showing emotion 
 or being their true selves.  The entire team noticed observable change in the interactions of the 
group before and after the blended learning curriculum, both in person and online.  Specifically, 
the learners began to have social conversations outside of assignments, and even made plans to 
meet socially ahead of the classroom trainings.   
The training team agreed that a great deal of work was necessary in the area of teaching 
presence, finding the balance between the right number of assignments that would create 
appropriate cognitive presence, and what would allow the trainers to give the appropriate amount 
of timely feedback.  This remained an area of disagreement that would require continued 
improvement.   
Instructional Design Perceptions 
From an instructional design perspective, the training team believed that the assignments 
are sound and created with adult learning principles and theories in mind.  This included the 
Practical Inquiry model that allowed the participants to learn a skill, reflect on the importance of 
the skill, perform the skill, and continue improving the skill.  The team’s main area of concern 
regarding the program was the trainers’ lack of engagement with the participants, which affected 
their teaching presence.  There were many discussions regarding the trainers’ lack of consistent 
feedback, which would require more time than the study’s parameters to resolve.  It remained a 
constant struggle to create higher-order learning activities, which many learners found 
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disappointing that they did not have the resources to improve their processes, or their work went 
unacknowledged.  Furthermore, it was surprising to watch an assignment play out online or in 
the classroom much differently than how it had been designed because the execution had been 
altered, shortened, or omitted completely. 
The instructional design team disagreed with the notion of creating less assignments, or 
multiple-choice questions, as the training team had requested.  The instructional design team felt 
that this would not benefit the learners in any way, which was our primary role, to create 
effective learning experiences that helped to accomplish program goals.  Each assignment was 
carefully created to align with a necessary program outcome, and the level of complexity of a 
skill was matched with the complexity of an assignment. For example, if a Financial Advisor 
needs to know the tax rate on a long-term investment, that could be accomplished through a 
multiple-choice question.  If the same Financial Advisor needs to demonstrate how to explain to 
a client why specific investments were chosen in a portfolio, that would require a more complex 
question that would necessitate an open-ended response. Most of our program outcomes 
involved performing skills associated with prospecting and coaching clients about investments, 
not regurgitating simple knowledge. The instructional design team iterated the curriculum as the 
program needs or important trends changed.  
Additional  suggestions that the instructional design team gave management were to have 
one of the trainers become an online coach and handle all of the online coaching and feedback or 
do a work analysis to see if the trainers truly were overworked. If so, a business case could be 
built to hire additional trainers. 
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Learner Perceptions 
In conducting any program evaluation, the perceptions of the participants are no doubt a 
vital piece of information.  Four classes were given the COI Survey at the end of the first round 
of online assignments.  A total of 63 participants completed the survey.  All questions, except for 
the final open-ended question, utilized a traditional Likert scale (Strongly Disagree =1; Strongly 
Agree=5).  The first three questions and their thirteen sub-questions solicited feedback on 
teaching presence, including design, organization, facilitating discourse, and direct instruction.  
The fourth question and its nine sub-questions measured social presence, including emotional 
expression, open communication, and group cohesion.  The fifth question and its twelve sub-
questions measure cognitive presence.  The sixth and final question is open ended and asked the 
participants to share their general thoughts about the online learning experience.  The following 
sections summarize the results of each major category of the survey. 
Question #1: Please rate your instructors in the online portion of this program (1 = 
Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree).  This question measured teaching presence as the 
participants perceived it.  It contained four sub-questions that delved deeper into the topic of 
instructional design and management (see Table 11).  The mean scores for question #1 and its 
sub-questions per class ranged from 3.62 (class 1), 3.83 (class 4), 4.26 (class 2), to 4.36 (class 3) 
with all classes collectively yielding a mean score of 4.01.  This indicated that the students 
agreed that teaching presence categories of instructional design and management were positive, 
with a mean just slightly above “agree.”  Specifically, this question indicated that the trainers had 
effectively communicated course goals, topics, assignments, expectations, and timelines.  This is 
an area that the instructional design team had identified early in the program, and spent 
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considerable time creating videos, messages, and live webinars to introduce learners to the 
program and set the expectations.   
Question #2: Please rate your instructors in the online portion of this program.  (1 = 
Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree).  This question also measured teaching presence as the 
participants perceived it.  This question contained six sub-questions that delved deeper into the 
topic of facilitating discourse (see Table 12).  The mean scores for question #2 and its sub-
questions per class ranged from 2.94 (class 1), 3.74 (class 4), 3.96 (class 3), and 4.02 (class 2) 
with all classes collectively yielding a mean of 3.66.  This indicated that students had a positive 
perception of the facilitating discourse portion of teaching presence, resulting in a mean slightly 
more than half-way between a score of 3 (neutral) and 4 (agree) to the positive side.  Notably, 
class 1 had a significantly lower mean (2.94) than the other classes.   
Question #3 Please rate your instructors in the online portion of this program (1 = 
Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree).  This question again measured the direct instruction 
portion of teaching presence, which related to the trainers’ ability to give effective and timely 
feedback and keep the conversations going (see Table 13).  The mean scores for question #3 and 
its sub-questions per class ranged from 3.15 (class 2), 3.4 (class 1), 3.9 (class 3), and 4.0 (class 4) 
with all classes collectively yielding a mean of 3.61.  This collective mean, which resembled the 
collective mean in Question 2, indicated that students had a favorable perception of the portion 
of teaching presence in this question, resulting in a mean slightly more than half-way between a 
score of 3 (neutral) and 4 (agree) to the positive side. 
 Question #4: Please rate the Social component of the online portion of the program: (1 = 
Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree).  This question measured social presence and contained 9 
sub-questions related to the participants’ comfort regarding interactions with others in an online 
76 
 
forum (see Table 14).  The mean scores for question #4 and its sub-questions per class ranged 
from 3.37 (Class 4), 3.52 (Class 1), 3.74 (Class 2), and 3.78 (Class 3).  All four classes 
collectively yielded a mean of 3.60, again resembling the collective mean of questions 2 and 3, 
indicating a slightly positive perception of the social presence component of interacting with 
others in an online forum. 
Question #5: Please rate the course assignments in the online portion of this program (1 
= Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree).  This question measured cognitive presence and 
contains twelve sub-questions regarding the quality of assignments, and how the assignments 
helped to make meaning for the participants (see Table 15).  The mean scores for question #5 
and its sub-questions per class ranged from 3.61 (Class 4), 3.7 (Class 1), 3.92 (Class 3), and 3.94 
(Class 2).  Collectively, the classes yielded a mean of 3.79, indicating a positive reaction to the 
quality and helpfulness of the assignments portion of cognitive presence.   
Additionally, I calculated the total mean per class for the first five questions.  The results 
ranged from 3.42 (Class 1), 3.71 (Class 4), 3.82 (Class 2), and 3.98 (Class 3). 
 
Figure 12.  Survey mean by class. 
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The collective mean for all classes and all questions yielded a 3.73, indicating a positive 
perception of the online course, about three-fourths of the way between “neutral” to “agree” on 
the positive side (see Figure 12).   
Question #6: Please share any other thoughts on how the social learning platform added 
to your overall learning experience.  This final question was open-ended and asked participants 
to share their thoughts regarding the online portion of the program in their own words (see Table 
9). 
 
Table 9.  COI Results Question #6. 
Class  Participant Comment  Coding Indicators  
 1 The learning platform webpage layout is 
extremely confusing.  It was hard to find 
assignments and felt disorganized.  It gave me 
anxiety. 
Teaching Presence  
(Design and Organization)  
 
1 The learning platform was extremely 
cumbersome to use.  It felt as though it was a 
collage of posts and it was difficult to  
find assignments and then understand what to 
do.  While I do not love blackboard, that type 
of system was easy to follow. 
Teaching Presence  
(Design and Organization) 
 1 Overall, I didn’t feel like the online 
coursework benefitted very much.  It was a lot 
of busy work that didn’t take any thought.  
Many of the participants did not participate 
like they should have, and instructors did not 
take the time to facilitate the learning 
platform. 
Cognitive, Social, and Teaching 
Presences (lack of each) 
1 I found the display of content and replies 
confusing. 
Teaching Presence  
(Design and Organization) 
1 Really hard to search and find information.  
When trying to review everyone’s 
assignments.  You click on post, then have to 
go back to the main page, then have to scroll 
down to find another assignment on the same 
topic.  Would prefer all assignment #14 in the 
same place or being able to scroll through all 
#14 posts. 
Teaching Presence  
(Design and Organization) 
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1 I find most valuable that we are connected 
with each other and encouraged to share 
information, ideas, encouragement, and 
successes. 
Social Presence 
 
2 The way in which these questions are 
worded is strange...regarding the program, it 
seems as if the program is directed primarily 
as those who have already been advisors or 
in related capacities prior to joining the 
program.  Perhaps the majority of 
participants overall do fall into that category.  
As a new advisor, coming here without 
experience, it was difficult to answer some 
of the questions related to "how your clients" 
view you or how you interact with them, 
when as a new advisor, I do not have clients, 
yet.  I have been working with some of my 
mentor’s clients, however to some degree it 
has felt as if the course is directed at 
individuals who have experience...and 
perhaps it is designed to base on normal 
class demographics.  Overall the trainers 
seem helpful and positive. 
Teaching Presence  
(Design and Organization) 
Cognitive Presence 
2 I thought this was a great learning platform.  
However, I am not thrilled on making 
videos of myself and posting the online.  I 
considering myself to be very outgoing, but 
not when it comes to videoing myself and 
posting online. 
Teaching Presence (Design and 
Organization) 
Social Presence 
 
2 did those with senior experience have an 
understanding that the learning platform 
assignments were not a significant 
component to their program, but consider 
the assignments instead a formality in the 
greater mission of the program?  Did they 
lack the time in the course of a busy practice 
to interact with the group?  Were some 
members opting out of the program?  Did 
everyone understand how to use the learning 
platform.  Even though addressing some of 
the learning platform assignments by their 
deadlines became challenging due to the 
daily business priorities of our practice, I  
Social Presence  
Cognitive Presence 
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concluded I was here to pull the lessons 
from the program, complete each 
assignment, trusting each would force me 
to focus on an intended concept, hone a 
skill or bring clarity. 
 
2 The learning platform isn’t very user 
friendly in the app or online version.  It’s 
hard to navigate and finding posts is 
difficult. 
Teaching Presence (Design and 
Organization) 
Social Presence 
 
2 Maybe more team calls or group calls.  One 
on one check ins by the instructors as 
opposed to 100% online / The learning 
platform  
 
Social Presence (Sense of 
Community) 
2 I would have preferred a little more 
structure and more direct instructions.  
Sometimes I felt that there was too much 
ambiguity in the 
learning portion of the instructions.... 
Teaching Presence 
(Direct Instruction) 
Cognitive Presence 
2 This course was useful in getting to know 
the platform and others in my class, 
however I do not think this survey reflects 
well the content covered in this course.  
There was some social interaction in this 
course, but not as much around learning and 
exploring problems as it was used to 
compare ideas and thoughts.  That is my 
observation, at least.  The course was useful 
to me however my responses in the survey 
may not reflect that as I didn’t feel many of 
the survey questions related to my 
experience in this course. 
Social Presence 
Cognitive Presence 
2 For the most part, I enjoyed this format.  At 
times I found it hard to find assignments.  
One minute they were posted, the next they 
were 
gone.  I would have liked more feedback 
from instructors.  Thanks. 
Teaching Presence 
(Design and Organization) 
(Direct Instruction) 
Cognitive Presence 
3 The social media hub was somewhat 
difficult to manage.  Finding my posts or 
the posts of 
others can be somewhat tedious on the site 
in its current form. 
Teaching Presence 
(Design and Organization) 
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3 It was good to gain the perspective of a few 
others throughout all of the assignments. 
Social Presence 
3 The social learning was good.  I think the 
learning platform set up/page does not flow 
well to find tasks and then to follow the 
assignment and responses. 
Social Presence 
Teaching Presence 
(Design and Organization) 
4 I wish the learning platform was organized 
better.  It was a chore to locate and order 
class assignments and I wish the course had 
more detailed descriptions of day to day 
processes or framework for developing 
action plans 
Teaching Presence (Design and 
Organization) 
Cognitive Presence 
4 Again, just wish the breadth of content 
included in the course had more practical 
aspects in addition to the conceptual topics 
so that trainees who have the drive and 
desire to kick-start their business right 
away could have been better equipped to 
do so. 
Cognitive Presence 
4 It was helpful to receive others feedback, 
as well as being able to share my own with 
others.  This allowed essentially a 
collaborative effort with the topics and 
items we covered in the course. 
Social Presence 
Cognitive Presence 
 
4 Helpful to see what others were 
experiencing.  Will be much more useful 
after the HQV 1 training to have more 
context and structure for both discussion 
and assignments. 
Social Presence 
Teaching Presence 
4 I thought the content was helpful and 
educational.  It was a good precursor to the 
in-class material.  However, it was 
sometimes hard to navigate and figure out 
what was going on - the course work and 
comments were a bit kluge and hard to 
follow on the site.  Also, I commented a 
few times on other people’s material but 
rarely.  I was more concerned with getting 
the job done and since I didn’t know 
anyone, it was hard to comment except if I 
could relate to something someone said, 
like where they grew up or a school they 
attended. 
Cognitive Presence 
Teaching Presence (Design and 
Organization) 
Social Presence 
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The instructional design teams’ most significant takeaway from these open-ended 
responses was that the learning platform was difficult to navigate, and it was frustrating for the 
participants to find the assignments and replies.  This theme played out in each class in the 
program.  Although the instructional design team constantly strived to organize the material 
better, the functionality of the platform was extremely limited.  In this instance, the team saw the 
downside of the proposed innovative practice of using an existing piece of technology and 
changing the context and purpose of the use.  As mentioned earlier, the platform that the team 
used in this study was created to share knowledge, not as a learning management system.  Some 
of the interventions that the team tried included: posting the assignments in several locations, 
tagging each assignment with searchable keywords, and putting a banner on the front page of 
each class that read, “find assignments here.”  The limited functionality also prevented the 
automatic checking of assignment completions, which caused more anxiety for the trainers.  In 
the end, the instructional design team concluded from these comments and observations that the 
choice of technology should neither drive or determine the success of the program, nor should it 
hinder it.  Therefore, the instructional design team chose to identify a new learning platform that 
would allow for a better organization of the content, as well as a dashboard for trainers that 
would indicate live assignment completion data.  At the time of this evaluation, the design team 
had chosen a new vendor and implementation is in the early phase.  The new functionality 
should improve the learners’ aggravation with locating content so that they can concentrate on 
assignment completion and interacting with their classmates.  The new platform should also 
allow trainers to see at a glance how their participants stand on assignment completion.  It will 
not, however, solve the issue of the learners needing more feedback on their assignments.    
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CHAPTER 6:  
REIMAGINING THE COI MODEL IN A CORPORATE SETTING 
In this final chapter of the program evaluation, I include all conclusions from my 
perspective as the architect of the curriculum as to whether the COI model was effective in a 
corporate setting; a discussion around the possible causes of any deficiencies related to the model 
in this context; and finally, my recommendations for enhancements to the model for use in a 
workplace setting.   
Summary of Study 
This summative program evaluation focused on utilizing the ADDIE model of 
instructional design and building a curriculum based on the COI model framework. The COI 
model,  which was intended for use in higher education, was utilized in a corporate workplace 
training environment, and the evaluation centered around measuring perceptions about the 
program from participants, trainers, and instructional designers. After examining the data 
collected including qualitative and quantitative from surveys and my personal experiences, I will 
answer my first research question.  
Research Question 1.  How can the COI model serve as a framework for creating an 
online curriculum for participants in a sales training program, what are the challenges, which 
themes emerged, and what conclusions did this experience provide? 
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Challenges 
Although the data from participant surveys in this evaluation indicated a generally 
positive perception of the program, this experience uncovered some unexpected challenges 
involved with designing and delivering a workplace training program. These challenges validate 
the work of Kim et al. (2007) in that several of the obstacles listed in their research were present 
in this study. Frequently in the corporate training world, as in this program, separate entities are 
responsible for designing effective and engaging experiences for the learner to construct 
meaning, and the direct instruction and facilitating discourse portions of teaching presence. Once 
the learning experiences are designed, the curriculum and project are more frequently than not 
turned over to the training team for implementation. Combining these two entities into one 
presence revealed issues in a corporate environment in the following ways.  
Challenge 1. This program evaluation revealed role confusion between those creating the 
learning (the ID team) and those implementing the learning (the training team). In this program, 
it remained unclear where the design functions ended, and the teaching responsibilities began. 
This program was further complicated by management not understanding the difference between 
design and facilitation, and allowing the training team to dictate the number, length, and type of 
assignments. A clear delineation between the two very different skill sets of design and delivery 
will help to alleviate the issues encountered in this program evaluation and make for a better 
experience for the all involved in the creation and implementation of the program, most 
importantly—the learners.   
Challenge 2. The training team was not on board with program structure and 
assignments. All four of the trainers pushed back on the frequency and type of assignments and 
stated that  it caused more effort and time for them in terms of feedback and more learner-
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generated content to read. They requested less assignments and multiple-choice questions due to 
the ease of “grading.” This caused friction between the design team and the training team, 
because as practitioners of sound instructional design principles, we created assignments and 
experiences with the learners in mind, and not the perceived need to minimize teaching presence 
responsibilities.  
Challenge 3. Having program staff including trainers and management that do not 
understand adult learning and instructional design principles is a challenge in itself, but when 
these individuals are allowed to drive decisions around assignments, this is not in the best 
interest of the program or the learner.  Many hours were spent in meetings disagreeing about the 
length and number of assignments, because management chose not to take a stand on who the 
decision-maker regarding curriculum should be.  
 
Emerging Themes 
After examining the challenges revealed by this program evaluation, some major themes 
emerged about the program. Understanding these themes will aid those looking to design and 
implement workplace training programs and help to avoid the challenges discussed previously in 
this chapter.  
 
Theme 1. Culture of Organization  
I have attended many corporate learning conferences in the past ten years, and there is at 
each conference without exception, sessions on the topic of “creating a learning culture.” A 
learning culture values and actively promotes continuous learning of employees; invests the 
money and manpower into the right staff, technologies, and learning programs to benefit all 
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levels of the organization. A learning culture puts the right people in positions to design, 
develop, deliver, and promote learning programs throughout the organization. The people in 
charge of learning programs and initiatives  should have experience and knowledge around what 
these duties entail.  Many times, however, people who are not learning professionals are shuffled 
into the training department for reasons other than their talent in learning.  They may be rising 
stars in the firm and are next in line for any vacant executive role and may by sheer accident land 
in the training department.  They may think, “I have performed a particular job successfully, how 
hard can it be to train others to do it?” They may also be connected to the right people to promote 
them regardless of not being qualified.  
The company in this program evaluation falls a bit into all of these. The top two tiers of 
management of the program had zero experience in learning and development when they took on 
their roles at the reboot of this program in 2014. It shows the rest of the training department that 
those in charge of hiring them do not take learning in the firm seriously. This lack of experience, 
and the unwillingness to learn the basics around workplace education has a trickle-down effect. 
When senior management does not put the right resources and people in place, the result can be 
detrimental, as seen in the challenges above. Lack of management’s knowledge concerning 
workplace learning in this program prohibited the people reporting to them to have the proper 
guidance on how to effectively do their jobs, and the program also did not receive adequate 
resources to handle the necessary tasks of running the program  
 
Theme 2. Accountability 
In any organization, knowing who is responsible for what, and the rewards or 
consequences around these responsibilities is vital. In this program, accountability around the 
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online teaching functions was non-existent.  Management was not concerned with the online 
portion of the program, except for the money it was costing. They stated on several occasions 
that senior management was only concerned with the “dog and pony show” of the classroom 
training. When presented with data showing very low participation by the trainers on the online 
learning platform, the accuracy of the data was questioned and then the data was ignored with no 
repercussions to the trainers. This lack of accountability trickled down to the learners. The 
learners were overheard on a few occasions saying that no one was checking their online 
assignments, so they simply stopped doing them. The disconnect was that this program set 
learner expectations and did not follow-through with developing  and implementing 
accountability measures.  Assignment checklists were created, but the trainers refused to 
complete them for their participants, and management refused to hold the trainers accountable 
for their defiance. Management went as far as to strongly suggest that the ID team should be 
responsible for completing the checklists. (This was yet another example of role confusion 
regarding the difference between teaching and design duties.) The question of “what happens to 
a participant who does not complete the required assignments” was never answered. As there is 
no “grade” in a corporate learning program, as there is in higher ed, what is the motivation for a 
participant to complete assignments, and participate in an online learning community? 
 
Theme 3. Alignment 
Alignment in this program took on many facets—alignment of expectations, alignment of 
roles and resources, and alignment of common program goals. This program was deficient in 
these areas of alignment in the following ways. First, the ID team, training team, and 
management were not in alignment around what each team was responsible for doing. The ID 
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team expected that we would design an effective curriculum and that the training team would 
deliver the curriculum to the learners. The training team had expectations that they had editing 
and veto power of any and all assignments. Management took the side of both teams, depending 
on the day. There was not a common set of expectations regarding who was responsible for what. 
Whoever protested the loudest won that particular battle, which led to more confusion.  
Second, aligning roles and resources in a different way could have avoided some of these 
issues. There were trainers who preferred to not be in front of the class, (which brings up an 
additional question around why someone who does not enjoy training was hired as a trainer) and 
there were trainers who enjoyed being in the classroom exclusively. Perhaps taking an inventory 
of skills and interests and aligning people and their skills  to the needed job functions would be a 
better solution that making all trainers perform all duties (classroom training, online training, 
coaching) when they may only excel at one or two.  
 Finally, there was no alignment of program goals. As head of the ID team, I wanted to 
ensure that the program participants received the needed experiences, activities, assignments, and 
skill development needed to become successful financial advisors. Management wanted to be the 
face of the program throughout the firm and report up that they increased enrollment in the 
program each year. They are compensated  on the number of participants that complete the 
program, so there is no incentive on the part of management to kick participants out of the 
program for not completing program requirements such as assignments. Participants are 
regularly allowed by management to enter the program the week of the initial classroom training, 
having missed the preceding three months of online learning, putting them at a severe 
disadvantage. The training team is somewhere in the middle; they want to be the face of the 
program, connect with participants, but also want to pick and choose which duties they perform. 
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I truly believe that all parties want the program to succeed, but the lack of alignment is making 
this more difficult than it should be. 
Conclusion 
This program evaluation validated Rovai’s (2000, 2007) work, in which he argued that 
establishing an effective learning community is not sufficient to achieve success; the community 
requires nurture and support, or it will fail to thrive.  He stated that establishing and maintaining 
communities require two distinct functions: design (setting up the community) and facilitation 
(methods to implement after the community goes live).   
Additionally, this evaluation validated the barriers listed by Kim et al. (2007), 
specifically: insufficient management support and commitment, lack of understanding of what 
blended learning is, organizational/cultural resistance, limited organizational planning and 
commitment, and lack of quality instructors. Despite these challenges and themes that emerged, I 
found that many of the concepts of the COI model and its corresponding presences did work in 
this new context, particularly constructing the curriculum around the Practical Inquiry portion of 
cognitive presence and fostering a sense of community to create social presence. I found that the 
model was an excellent foundation for creating workplace blended learning programs but was 
lacking in the area of teaching presence due to the unique composition of training and 
instructional design teams in a corporate setting and confusion regarding responsibilities of 
teaching and design functions. This was the biggest challenge of the program and it is my 
conclusion that in a workplace training program, the teaching presence component needs to be 
expanded into two distinct presences to include more robust details regarding the design of the 
program and to make a delineation of where the design responsibilities end and where the 
teaching responsibilities begin. Additionally, there needs to be a smooth hand-off of the design 
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functions to the training team to ensure the program is delivered as designed.  Therefore, future 
applications of the model will need to make some modifications to ensure that teaching presence 
is fully and effectively represented in a workplace setting. 
Recommendations 
This section will answer my second research question. 
Research Question 2.  Taking into consideration all available data—including personal 
observations, context of setting, participant surveys, and program artifacts—what changes are 
necessary for adapting and implementing this model in a corporate setting? 
A major change that I recommend for the using COI model in the corporate environment 
is to split the teaching presence into two separate elements: design presence and teaching 
presence. I recommend that when implementing the COI Model in a workplace setting, the role 
90 
 
of creating the learning experiences and assignments stay firmly within the purview of the 
instructional design team (or the “learner experience design” as it is becoming more commonly  
referred to in recent years), whereas facilitation and direct instruction remain with the trainers or 
teachers. 
 
Figure 13.  Proposed design presence. 
Design Presence 
The new design presence would contain the sub-categories of learning experiences (using 
sound instructional design principles to create worthwhile, engaging, and effective learning 
experiences connected to specific learning outcomes); and community and group creation 
(organizing smaller cohorts of learners for learning experiences where appropriate to increase 
learner satisfaction and effectiveness of learning).  This aligns with what previous researchers 
(Budhai & Williams, 2016; Anderson et al., 2001) have recommended concerning the design 
function of the traditional COI model.  In addition to expanding upon what the instructional 
design function entails, I would propose here that the instructional design team should also set 
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the guidelines for the types of teacher feedback and timing of feedback for each assignment or 
experience and also conduct a smooth handoff of the content to the program facilitators (trainers) 
to begin the function of teaching presence. Finally, I recommend that the instructional designers 
own the role of  designing, implementing, and analyzing evaluation measures. 
The coding template for design presence (see Table 10) contains learning experiences 
(defining learning outcomes, creating higher-level learning experiences, activities, and 
assignments anchored to the learning outcomes, determining appropriate technologies and 
resources to use for the learning experiences, and the development of course resources and 
materials); group composition (determining appropriate amount of learners per activity, and 
providing methods for random distribution of groups for different numbers of learners); and, 
instruction and feedback guidelines (providing recommendations on instruction methods, timing 
or duration of assignments, rationale for assignments, types of feedback best suited for each 
assignment, and appropriate timelines to make the feedback meet the instructor immediacy 
principle).  Additionally, preparing trainers or facilitators on best methods for content delivery 
and community management is needed within the design presence. The final category proposed 
for design presence is evaluation measures (selecting appropriate evaluation measures such as 
surveys; implementing survey instruments, analyzing evaluation data, and suggesting program 
revisions).  
Learning experiences.  In the original COI model, Anderson et al. (2000) included the 
category of instructional design and management in the coding template, which contained the 
indicators of defining and initiating discussion topics and establishing discussion groups.  I 
would propose expanding this category, as I do not feel that the current model adequately 
conveys the full scope of the effective design of learning experiences in a workplace 
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environment.  Defining discussion topics and establishing discussion groups are certainly vital to 
an online community, but an increased level of presence that involves creating the right learning 
experiences and real-life activities and experiences in which to have discussions around is 
necessary.  Specifically, it is imperative that instructional designers are knowledgeable in adult 
learning principles and instructional design models to adequately create intended learner 
outcomes, which they can then anchor to experiences and activities.  The discussions can precede 
or follow-up the experiences and assignments.  Finally, instructional designers are frequently not 
the subject matter experts in the topic of the training that they are creating; yet, they are 
responsible for sourcing existing content and/or resources for a particular assignment, such as a 
book, article, online video that supports a learning activity.  At times, instructional designers 
need to develop additional resources for assignments such as workbooks, videos, and learner 
satisfaction surveys.   
Group composition.  There has been a great deal of discussion about the importance of 
group composition and size (Rice, 1994; Rovai, 2007).  I agree that these topics are a critical 
component of designing effective learning experiences.  Yet, researchers often neglect this initial 
step in collaborative online learning, called the group formation task (Sadeghi & Kardan, 2015).  
However, if designers conduct this initial step before a learning activity begins, it can prevent 
problems before they arise (Muehlenbrock, 2006).  This is where the instructional design team 
has a responsibility to determine which experiences are best suited for individual work, small 
groups, larger groups, or the entire class.  I propose that the task of determining the high-level 
group composition should remain a competence of the design presence, which includes 
determining the appropriate number and specific criteria for learners in each group according to 
the assignment, experience, or task.   
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The final group composition element of design presence is to provide guidance to the 
training team on how to divide the larger group into smaller groups effectively for each learning 
experience, including random and non-random distribution.  Many learning experiences can be 
effective when instructors use random distribution.  It may be preferable to gain many diverse 
perspectives, particularly when a topic is relevant to all learners.  However, in certain instances, 
learners benefit from having a more focused and homogenous group based on experiences, 
interests (such as having common target markets), demographics, prospecting methods, and sales 
goals.  The designers should provide guidance to the trainers on how to compose these groups, 
but the trainers will determine their actual composition because they will have first-hand 
knowledge of the group’s abilities and interests.   
Instruction and feedback guidelines.  The next portion of the proposed design presence 
requires instructional designers to serve as a conduit between the content and the trainers.  As 
runners in an Olympic relay race must gracefully pass the baton, so too must designers and 
instructors communicate regarding workplace learning content.  After learning experiences are 
created, the designers must adequately transfer ownership of the selected and created content to 
the trainers in a way that equips them with a strategy to teach the course material for optimum 
learning experiences.  From a procedural perspective, I have divided the strategies to achieve 
these goals into the “why” and the “how” to communicate course content effectively. 
The first element is to explain to instructors “why” particular instructional design 
principles and methods need to be practiced.  For example, instructors may want to know why 
the design team chose a particular mode of teaching (group discussion, video, individual 
reflection, etc.) for each experience and how it can encourage the students to create meaning.  If 
the trainers in this program  had understood the aim of the learning experiences and adult 
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learning principles, they may not have recommended “less assignments and more multiple-
choice questions” in their program feedback.  They may have had a better sense that the ability to 
perform a skill cannot be assessed through multiple-choice questions, nor can failing to address 
certain program learning outcomes be achieved with fewer assignments.  It is my assertion that if 
trainers understand the rationale behind the assignments and methods chosen, they are more 
likely to advocate for the curriculum, rather than oppose it as occurred in this program 
evaluation.   
Instructional designers can achieve the second portion of this element, “how,” by creating 
a blueprint of the learning experiences in the form of education related to the execution of the 
plan.  This blueprint should contain tactical information, such as timing of assignments, how to 
utilize chosen technologies or other resources, and guidelines for the types and timing of 
effective feedback.  Additionally, a “kick-off” meeting could introduce the rationale for 
assignments, introduce and demonstrate any new technology, include a mini-training workshop 
devoted to specific experiences, and host open discussions and questions about the curriculum. 
Equipping the trainers to teach the content will build their confidence and forge a positive 
working relationship between the instructional design and training teams, which in turn, will 
have a positive effect on the learners’ experiences navigating through the program. 
Evaluation measures.  The final category of the proposed design presence is evaluation 
measures.  As mentioned earlier, evaluation is an often-overlooked component of educational 
programs in workplace learning I propose here that those responsible for the design of the 
program and its corresponding curriculum also should complete the ADDIE cycle of 
instructional design by owning evaluation measures for the program. This entails working with 
stakeholders to determine what is to be measured; designing evaluation instruments and 
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processes in which to conduct the evaluations, assisting in the implementation of evaluation 
measures, and the data collection and analysis obtained from those measures. Lastly, program 
designers will recommend iterations to the future program according to the evaluation data.   
 
Table 10.  Proposed Design Presence Coding Template. 
 
Summary 
In summary, the COI framework is an effective model with three presences that can 
foster deep learning in an online or blended learning program.  Although the workplace setting 
PRESENCE CATEGORIES INDICATORS 
Design Learning Experiences • Defining learning outcomes for course. 
• Creating higher-order learning 
experiences tailored to outcomes. 
  • Determining appropriate technologies 
and resources each experience. 
• Developing course materials (videos, 
worksheets, etc.). 
 Group Composition • Determining appropriate number of 
learners per assignment. 
• Providing methods for random and 
non-random distribution of groups for 
different numbers of learners. 
 Instruction and Feedback 
Guidelines 
• Provide overview of experiences and 
purpose along with guidelines on types 
of teaching methods including feedback 
are best suited for each assignment, 
along with rationale and timing 
 Evaluation Measures • Recommending evaluation methods 
and measures which are correlated back 
to course goals and learner outcomes 
• Develop survey and other evaluation 
instruments 
• Implement evaluation measures 
• Analyze and share results with 
stakeholders 
• Recommend future iterations of 
program 
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differs from that of higher ed, modifications to the original model—including adding a design 
presence—can help to overcome these differences.  
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APPENDIX A: 
COI SURVEY QUESTIONS 
1.     The instructor clearly communicated important course topics.   
2. The instructor clearly communicated important course goals.   
3. The instructor provided clear instructions on how to participate in course learning activities.   
4. The instructor clearly communicated important due dates/time frames for learning activities.   
5. The instructor was helpful in identifying areas of agreement and disagreement on course 
topics that helped me to learn.   
6. The instructor was helpful in guiding the class toward understanding course topics in a way 
that helped me clarify my thinking.   
7. The instructor helped to keep course participants engaged and participating in productive 
dialogue.   
8. The instructor helped keep the course participants on task in a way that helped me to learn.   
9. The instructor encouraged course participants to explore new concepts in this course.   
10. Instructor actions reinforced the development of a sense of community among course 
participants.   
11. The instructor helped to focus discussion on relevant issues in a way that helped me to learn.   
12. The instructor provided feedback that helped me understand my strengths and weaknesses 
relative to the course’s goals and objectives.   
13. The instructor provided feedback in a timely fashion.   
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14. Getting to know other course participants gave me a sense of belonging in the course.   
15. I was able to form distinct impressions of some course participants.   
16. Online or web-based communication is an excellent medium for social interaction.   
17. I felt comfortable conversing through the online medium.   
18. I felt comfortable participating in the course discussions.   
19. I felt comfortable interacting with other course participants.   
20. I felt comfortable disagreeing with other course participants while still maintaining a sense 
of trust.   
21. I felt that my point of view was acknowledged by other course participants.   
22. Online discussions help me to develop a sense of collaboration.   
23. Problems posed increased my interest in course issues.   
24. Course activities piqued my curiosity.   
25. I felt motivated to explore content related questions.   
26. I utilized a variety of information sources to explore problems posed in this course.   
27. Brainstorming and finding relevant information helped me resolve content related questions.   
28. Online discussions were valuable in helping me appreciate different perspectives.   
29. Combining new information helped me answer questions raised in course activities.   
30. Learning activities helped me construct explanations/solutions.   
31. Reflection on course content and discussions helped me understand fundamental concepts in 
this class.   
32. I can describe ways to test and apply the knowledge created in this course.   
33. I have developed solutions to course problems that can be applied in practice.   
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34. I can apply the knowledge created in this course to my work or other non-class related 
activities  (Arbaugh et al., 2008).  
 
 
Additional Open-Ended Question: 
35. Please let us know what you feel you could have improved upon your online learning 
experience.   
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APPENDIX B: 
TRAINER SURVEY QUESTIONS 
1. What positive benefits did you observe from the program participants because of the 
online portion of the training program? 
2. How do you feel about the amount of feedback that time allowed you to give your 
participants for each assignment? 
• I believe I gave the right amount and quality of feedback for each assignment. 
• I gave the amount and quality of feedback that time would allow. 
• I could have done better in the amount and quality of feedback I gave. 
3. What was your biggest obstacle regarding supporting participants with the online portion 
of this program? 
4. What is one thing that you would change about the online curriculum portion of this 
program?  (Other than the platform) 
5. What do you feel is the best part of the online curriculum? 
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APPENDIX C:  
IRB INFORMATION 
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APPENDIX D:  
PERSONAL REFLECTION 
Like any other doctoral student, my dissertation was my life for over two years. Toward 
the end, circumstances changed, and opportunities arose which resulted in me not being at the 
company in which this study took place, but there are many areas for reflection—many things I 
did well; others that I would have done differently; and other things that I will continue to 
research and implement in my current and future roles in workplace learning.  
Academic and Workplace Settings 
In reflecting upon this project, a recurring theme that I experienced was bridging the gap 
between two vastly different worlds—academia and the private, for-profit workplace.  
Throughout this project, I had the unique experience to have one foot in each of these contrasting 
settings.  
My goal in this project and in my doctoral program was to help each side understand a 
little more about how the other side operates, and to bring valuable insights from one to the 
other.  This journey resulted in rewarding successes but also some challenges.  As a result of 
discovering this model in the academic setting, I was able to share it with my local workplace 
learning community, who would not normally have the opportunity to learn about it or benefit 
from the genius and simplicity of the model, due to the fact that most articles related to COI are 
peer-reviewed academic articles which are not available to or not on the radar of non-academic 
practitioners. It is rare that the academic and corporate world intersect, particularly in shared 
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literature, and it was gratifying to be able to break down the silo, even if only a very small way 
by demonstrating how this model could be used in another type of setting. 
I constantly referenced the model and its presences when collaborating with co-workers 
to revamp our program and shared my project with a local workplace training organization.  Out 
of 40 practitioners, only one audience member had ever heard of the model, and they all left the 
workshop with practical ways to implement the model in their own workplace.  
The challenge I faced was creating a body of work for one audience (workplace training 
practitioners) while packaging and writing it in a mandated format required by the other setting 
(academia).  The disconnects included: (a) that I could not write in the format that my intended 
audience would understand, and (b) the setting of this body of work (academic dissertation 
database) will not serve the intended audience of workplace practitioners who would benefit 
from this work.  
As a result, the challenge remains with how to take this reimagined model and effectively 
place it with those who could most benefit from it.  One goal of an Ed.D. program is to help 
solve real-world problems in an educational setting, and in my specific case, that would be a 
corporate training program.  It is my hope that the Ed.D. program continues to evolve to the 
point where the final dissertation product can be in a different format and publication avenue that 
will reach the audience that will benefit the most from the work and insights.  Examples in my 
instance would be successful proposals for national or regional workplace training conference 
sessions, including a specific session outline on how this information will be presented to an 
intended audience, or perhaps a series of articles in professional but non-academic workplace 
training magazines that will be seen by those interested in creating innovative workplace 
curriculums but do not have access to academic journals or a framework from which to start.  
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 I believe that it is important for those in academia to understand that a non-academic 
tone or format in a finished product does not indicate the product is inferior, and those in the 
private sector should not dismiss papers that are written in an academic tone as only being useful 
to academic settings.  Both styles have their merits, and the intended audience should be 
considered when choosing to utilize a particular tone, format, and style.  My goal after this 
dissertation process is to find a way to continue evolving this model for a corporate setting and 
building awareness of the possibilities and potential successes of adopting this model into 
workplace blended learning programs.   
Program Evaluations—Which Type is Best?  
A consideration for my future work is deciding on the correct types of program 
evaluations to perform that will benefit all stakeholders.  As mentioned earlier, this study 
measures perceptions of learners, trainers, and instructional designers. This study focused on 
evaluation for purposes of validating the COI framework and served the needs of me, the 
researcher. However, in most cases, there are generally more stakeholders who have more data 
needs than simple learner perception. Reading a great amount of research that minimized the 
importance and benefit of evaluating learner perceptions and wondering what method of program 
evaluation is truly the best, I realized that there is no way to know what types of evaluations are 
needed unless the instructional designers take charge of and fully drive the evaluation phase of 
the ADDIE model in every design project.  In the analysis phase, instructional designers should 
ask specific questions related to who the stakeholders are and then have conversations with each 
group of stakeholders regarding their specific needs for data related to program results. There 
may be several different evaluation instruments and methods needed for one program, and the 
higher the position in the organization does not necessarily mean the evaluation need is more 
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important.  For instance, an analyst deciding on budgets may be interested in data regarding 
attendance and program retention to ensure that the program is able to sustain or grow attendance 
the next year.  An instructional designer may be interested in learner perceptions around the 
curriculum and program activities so that they can continue to iterate and improve the program 
and all related activities. Trainers may be interested in data related to knowledge attained so they 
know what to emphasize more or less in future trainings. Senior management may be interested 
in how the training affected the bottom line by measuring the sales levels of those who graduated 
from the program. In short, there is no “evaluation in a box.”  To effectively evaluate a program; 
the evaluation process should be as customized as possible and fulfill the needs of all invested 
parties.  
Delivery vs. Design 
A major theme that emerged in this study was the ambiguity around who had final 
decisions regarding curriculum development and revisions. That was never made clear in this 
program, which caused a lot of unnecessary conflict between the design and delivery teams. This 
is an area of needed personal improvement for me in the future. My frustrations with 
management for not understanding the different roles were very apparent at times, and perhaps 
better decisions and stronger logical arguments could have been made to build a case without the 
emotion that worked its way into conversations on many occasions. Nonetheless, I would 
recommend that management of workplace learning programs make it clear who owns the 
curriculum, and who makes the final decisions when there is a difference of opinion. A healthy 
debate is of course good at times, but that needs to occur early in the process, and there has to be 
a limit in how much and how far the instructors can change lanes into the design domain, 
particularly when time is short to accomplish their first responsibility—training duties. 
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Additionally, it is important to determine root cause of a proposed change. When a curriculum or 
design change is recommended, what is the root cause for the request? For example, did the 
trainer feel uncomfortable with the activity; did their own bias get in the way; was the class not 
very receptive? In short, was the request rooted in what was best for the learner or the trainer? 
Did the trainer understand the reasoning behind the activity, such as a particular learning method 
or theory? I found that a lot of times, they did not.  This brings me to my next area of 
reflection—structure, roles, and qualifications of workplace learning teams.  
Qualifications and Roles 
Workplace training is a unique animal. When one teaches at an elementary, secondary, or 
higher ed level, there are qualifications and certifications. Employers are fairly confident that 
candidates have learned something about teaching and the subject matter to be taught. Most 
managers and executives (principals and superintendents) have come through the teaching ranks.  
Not so in workplace training. There are absolutely NO standard qualifications, experience, or 
abilities needed for appointment as a trainer or manager of training role in many organizations, 
like the one in this study. When I started my role in this study, the two people directly above me 
in the organization (a Senior Vice President and a Vice President) were literally placed in these 
roles although neither of them had any learning or training experience. In addition, three of the 
four trainers had no experience in a training role. More problematic, at that time there were four 
trainers and no one that was creating the content for the training program. I equated it to a 
restaurant with tons of servers, and no one in the kitchen preparing food – or all of them 
preparing food. It appears that no thought was given to this situation by management until I 
pointed it out and the instructional design role was created for me. My point is that there should 
be some minimum qualifications to be in workplace learning role, and there should be standards 
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or a model showing how to adequately and functionally staff a training program. Would an 
accounting department hire accountants without any math experience? Yet, training remains the 
“catch-all” in which to place those in corporations who often do not have a place. I believe that 
the program in this study would have been much more successful if the management knew how 
to create collaborative mechanisms in which to run training programs, and the trainers knew 
about how to apply knowledge of adult learning to the instructional role, and the instructional 
designers were allowed to design curriculum based on critical learning outcomes and their 
knowledge of human learning, curriculum design, and effective instructional practices.  
 
Future of Work 
So where do I go from here? I am in a new organization, with a new role, and how will 
my experience shape my future work? I have spent so much time with the COI model that it will 
be sad to not continue my work with it. But, although the model fit nicely in this particular 
program in this study, it will not fit everywhere in a corporate setting. Certain conditions must be 
present—a cohort-based, online or blended learning program; a start and finish to the program; 
instructional designers who understand how to create the activities to foster the three presences; a 
dedicated training team with the capacity to nurture the learning environment; and a sufficient 
online platform. As of now, my new organization is not structured to contain all of these, but I 
will keep the COI model as a tool in my learning and design toolkit that I can utilize when the 
need arises for its “presence.”   
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APPENDIX E: COI SURVEY RESULTS 
Table 11.  COI Results Question #1. 
 
 
 
 
Class 1 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important 
course topics. 
6.25% 
1 
6.25% 
1 
25.00% 
4 
37.50% 
6 
25.00% 
4 
 
16 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important 
course goals. 
6.25% 
1 
6.25% 
1 
31.25% 
5 
25.00% 
4 
31.25% 
5 
 
16 
The instructor provided clear 
instruction on how to 
participate in course learning 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
37.50% 
6 
31.25% 
5 
12.50% 
2 
 
16 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important due 
dates/time frames for learning 
activities. 
6.25% 
1 
0.00% 
0 
31.25% 
5 
37.50% 
6 
25.00% 
4 
 
16 
Class 2 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important 
course topics. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
15.38% 
2 
46.15% 
6 
38.46% 
5 
 
13 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important 
course goals. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
7.69% 
1 
46.15% 
6 
38.46% 
5 
 
13 
The instructor provided clear 
instruction on how to 
participate in course learning 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
7.69% 
1 
31.25% 
5 
12.50% 
2 
 
13 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important due 
dates/time frames for learning 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
46.15% 
6 
46.15% 
6 
 
13 
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Table 11 (Continued) 
 
Table 12.  COI Results Question #2. 
 
 
Class 3 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important 
course topics. 
0.00% 
0 
4.00% 
1 
8.00% 
2 
32.00% 
8 
56.00% 
14 
 
25 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important 
course goals. 
0.00% 
0 
4.00% 
1 
8.00% 
2 
28.00% 
7 
60.00% 
15 
 
25 
The instructor provided clear 
instruction on how to 
participate in course learning 
activities. 
4.17% 
1 
0.00% 
0 
12.50% 
3 
37.50% 
9 
45.83% 
11 
 
24 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important due 
dates/time frames for learning 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
16.00% 
4 
24.00% 
6 
60.00% 
15 
 
25 
Class 4 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important 
course topics. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
22.22% 
2 
44.44% 
4 
33.33% 
3 
9 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important 
course goals. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
22.22% 
2 
44.44% 
4 
33.33% 
3 
 
9 
The instructor provided clear 
instruction on how to 
participate in course learning 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
33.33% 
3 
22.22% 
2 
44.44% 
4 
 
9 
The instructor clearly 
communicated important due 
dates/time frames for learning 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
11.11% 
1 
11.11% 
1 
66.67% 
6 
 
9 
Class 1 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor was helpful in 
identifying areas of agreement 
on course topics that helped me 
to learn. 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
31.25% 
5 
37.50% 
6 
12.50% 
2 
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Table 12 (Continued) 
The instructor was helpful in 
guiding the class towards 
understanding course topics in 
a way that helped me clarify 
my thinking. 
0.00% 
0 
12.50% 
2 
43.75% 
7 
25.00% 
4 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
The instructor helped to keep 
course participants engaged and 
participating in productive 
dialogue.   
0.00% 
0 
25.00% 
4 
33.33% 
6 
12.50% 
2 
25.00% 
4 
 
16 
The instructor helped keep 
course participants on task in a 
way that helped me learn. 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
31.25% 
5 
25.00% 
4 
25.00% 
4 
 
16 
The instructor encouraged 
course participants to explore 
new concepts in this course. 
0.00% 
0 
6.25% 
1 
25.00% 
8 
12.50% 
2 
31.25% 
5 
 
16 
Instructor actions reinforced the 
development of a sense of 
community among the course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
31.25% 
5 
31.25% 
5 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
Class 2 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor was helpful in 
identifying areas of agreement 
on course topics that helped me 
to learn. 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
30.77% 
4 
53.85% 
7 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
The instructor was helpful in 
guiding the class towards 
understanding course topics in 
a way that helped me clarify 
my thinking. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
15.38% 
2 
38.46% 
5 
38.46% 
5 
 
13 
The instructor helped to keep 
course participants engaged and 
participating in productive 
dialogue.   
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
23.08% 
3 
61.54% 
8 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
The instructor helped keep 
course participants on task in a 
way that helped me learn. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
23.08% 
3 
46.15% 
6 
30.77% 
4 
 
13 
The instructor encouraged 
course participants to explore 
new concepts in this course. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
23.08% 
3 
23.08% 
3 
46.15% 
6 
 
13 
Instructor actions reinforced the 
development of a sense of 
community among the course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
23.08% 
3 
38.46% 
5 
38.46% 
5 
 
13 
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Table 12 (Continued) 
 
 
 
Instructor actions reinforced the 
development of a sense of 
community among the course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
23.08% 
3 
38.46% 
5 
38.46% 
5 
 
13 
Class 3 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor was helpful in 
identifying areas of agreement 
on course topics that helped me 
to learn. 
4.00% 
1 
8.00% 
2 
20.00% 
5 
20.00% 
5 
48.00% 
12 
 
25 
The instructor was helpful in 
guiding the class towards 
understanding course topics in 
a way that helped me clarify 
my thinking. 
4.00% 
1 
12.00% 
3 
4.00% 
1 
40.00% 
10 
40.00% 
10 
 
25 
The instructor helped to keep 
course participants engaged and 
participating in productive 
dialogue.   
4.00% 
1 
16.00% 
4 
12.00% 
3 
28.00% 
7 
40.00% 
10 
 
25 
The instructor helped keep 
course participants on task in a 
way that helped me learn. 
4.00% 
1 
8.00% 
2 
12.00% 
3 
28.00% 
7 
48.00% 
12 
 
25 
The instructor encouraged 
course participants to explore 
new concepts in this course. 
0.00% 
0 
12.00% 
3 
16.00% 
4 
28.00% 
7 
44.00% 
11 
 
25 
Instructor actions reinforced the 
development of a sense of 
community among the course 
participants. 
12.50% 
3 
4.17% 
1 
4.17% 
1 
33.33% 
8 
45.83% 
11 
 
24 
Class 4 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor was helpful in 
identifying areas of agreement 
on course topics that helped me 
to learn. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
55.56% 
5 
22.22% 
2 
22.22% 
2 
9 
The instructor was helpful in 
guiding the class towards 
understanding course topics in 
a way that helped me clarify 
my thinking. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
33.33% 
3 
22.22% 
2 
33.33% 
3 
 
9 
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Table 12 (Continued) 
 
 
 
Table 13.  COI Results Question #3. 
 
 
The instructor helped to keep 
course participants engaged and 
participating in productive 
dialogue.   
11.11% 
1 
11.11% 
1 
11.11% 
1 
33.33% 
3 
33.33% 
3 
 
9 
The instructor helped keep 
course participants on task in a 
way that helped me learn. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
33.33% 
3 
44.44% 
4 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
The instructor encouraged 
course participants to explore 
new concepts in this course. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
11.11% 
1 
55.56% 
5 
22.22% 
2 
 
9 
Instructor actions reinforced the 
development of a sense of 
community among the course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
33.33% 
3 
33.33% 
3 
33.33% 
3 
 
9 
Class 1 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor helped to focus 
discussion on relevant issues in 
a way that helped me to learn. 
0.00% 
0 
13.33% 
2 
40.00% 
6 
26.67% 
4 
20.00% 
3 
 
15 
The instructor provided 
feedback that helped me 
understand my strengths and 
weaknesses relative to the 
course’s goals and objectives. 
0.00% 
0 
26.67% 
4 
40.00% 
6 
6.67% 
1 
26.67% 
4 
 
15 
The instructor provided 
feedback in a timely fashion. 
6.67% 
1 
20.00% 
3 
33.33% 
5 
13.33% 
2 
26.67% 
4 
 
15 
Class 2 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor helped to focus 
discussion on relevant issues in 
a way that helped me to learn. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
25.00% 
3 
33.33% 
4 
41.67% 
5 
 
12 
The instructor provided 
feedback that helped me 
understand my strengths and 
weaknesses relative to the 
course’s goals and objectives. 
0.00% 
0 
16.67% 
2 
16.67% 
2 
41.67% 
5 
25.00% 
3 
 
12 
The instructor provided 
feedback in a timely fashion. 
0.00% 
0 
8.33% 
1 
16.67% 
2 
50.00% 
6 
25.00% 
3 
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Table 14.  COI Results Question #4. 
 
Class 3 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor helped to focus 
discussion on relevant issues in 
a way that helped me to learn. 
8.00% 
2 
8.00% 
2 
8.00% 
2 
32.00% 
8 
44.00% 
11 
 
25 
The instructor provided 
feedback that helped me 
understand my strengths and 
weaknesses relative to the 
course’s goals and objectives. 
12.00% 
3 
4.00% 
1 
20.00% 
5 
20.00% 
5 
44.00% 
11 
 
25 
The instructor provided 
feedback in a timely fashion. 
4.17% 
1 
8.33% 
2 
12.50% 
3 
20.83% 
5 
54.17% 
13 
 
24 
Class 4 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
The instructor helped to focus 
discussion on relevant issues in 
a way that helped me to learn. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
33.33% 
3 
44.44% 
4 
22.22% 
2 
 
9 
The instructor provided 
feedback that helped me 
understand my strengths and 
weaknesses relative to the 
course’s goals and objectives. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
33.33% 
3 
11.11% 
1 
44.44% 
4 
 
9 
 
The instructor provided 
feedback in a timely fashion. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
55.56% 
5 
33.33% 
3 
 
9 
Class 1 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Getting to know other course 
participants gave me a sense of 
belonging in the course. 
12.50% 
2 
25.00% 
4 
6.25% 
1 
37.50% 
6 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
I was able to form distinct 
impressions of some course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
31.25% 
5 
25.00% 
4 
25.00% 
4 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
Online or web-based 
communication is an excellent 
medium for social interaction. 
12.50% 
2 
25.00% 
4 
18.75% 
3 
31.25% 
5 
12.50% 
2 
 
16 
I felt comfortable conversing 
through the online medium. 
0.00% 
0 
6.25% 
1 
37.50% 
6 
37.50% 
6 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
I felt comfortable participating 
in the course discussions. 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
25.00% 
4 
37.50% 
6 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
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Table 14 (Continued) 
 
 
 
I felt comfortable interacting 
with other course participants. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
25.00% 
4 
43.75% 
7 
31.25% 
5 
 
16 
I felt comfortable disagreeing 
with other course participants 
while still maintaining a sense 
of trust 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
43.75% 
7 
18.75% 
3 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
I felt that my point of view was 
acknowledged by other course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
31.25% 
5 
50.00% 
8 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
Online discussions help me to 
develop a sense of 
collaboration. 
0.00% 
0 
12.50% 
2 
43.75% 
7 
18.75% 
3 
25.00% 
4 
 
16 
Class 2 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Getting to know other course 
participants gave me a sense of 
belonging in the course. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
30.77% 
4 
61.54% 
8 
7.69% 
1 
 
13 
I was able to form distinct 
impressions of some course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
23.08% 
3 
53.58% 
7 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
Online or web-based 
communication is an excellent 
medium for social interaction. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
46.15% 
6 
30.77% 
4 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
I felt comfortable conversing 
through the online medium. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
30.77% 
4 
46.15% 
6 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
I felt comfortable participating 
in the course discussions. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
23.08% 
3 
53.58% 
7 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
I felt comfortable interacting 
with other course participants. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
23.08% 
3 
53.58% 
7 
23.08% 
3 
 
13 
I felt comfortable disagreeing 
with other course participants 
while still maintaining a sense 
of trust 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
38.46% 
5 
46.15% 
6 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
I felt that my point of view was 
acknowledged by other course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
23.08% 
3 
53.58% 
7 
23.08% 
3 
 
13 
Online discussions help me to 
develop a sense of 
collaboration. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
46.15% 
6 
46.15% 
6 
0.00% 
0 
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Class 3 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Getting to know other course 
participants gave me a sense of 
belonging in the course. 
4.00% 
1 
12.00% 
3 
16.00% 
4 
36.00% 
9 
32.00% 
8 
 
25 
I was able to form distinct 
impressions of some course 
participants. 
4.00% 
1 
24.00% 
6 
4.00% 
1 
36.00% 
9 
32.00% 
8 
 
25 
Online or web-based 
communication is an excellent 
medium for social interaction. 
0.00% 
0 
12.00% 
3 
36.00% 
9 
28.00% 
7 
24.00% 
6 
 
25 
I felt comfortable conversing 
through the online medium. 
4.00% 
1 
4.00% 
1 
20.00% 
5 
36.00% 
9 
36.00% 
9 
 
         25 
I felt comfortable participating 
in the course discussions. 
4.17% 
1 
0.00% 
0 
16.67% 
4 
37.50% 
9 
41.67% 
10 
 
24 
I felt comfortable interacting 
with other course participants. 
0.00% 
0 
4.17% 
1 
16.67% 
4 
41.67% 
10 
37.50% 
9 
 
24 
I felt comfortable disagreeing 
with other course participants 
while still maintaining a sense 
of trust 
4.00% 
1 
12.00% 
3 
44.00% 
11 
24.00% 
6 
16.00% 
4 
 
25 
I felt that my point of view was 
acknowledged by other course 
participants. 
4.00% 
1 
8.00% 
2 
12.00% 
3 
48.00% 
12 
28.00% 
7 
 
25 
Online discussions help me to 
develop a sense of 
collaboration. 
4.17% 
1 
16.67% 
4 
16.67% 
4 
41.67% 
10 
20.83% 
5 
 
24 
Class 4 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Getting to know other course 
participants gave me a sense of 
belonging in the course. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
55.56% 
5 
22.22% 
2 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
I was able to form distinct 
impressions of some course 
participants. 
11.11% 
1 
0.00% 
0 
66.67% 
6 
11.11% 
1 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
Online or web-based 
communication is an excellent 
medium for social interaction. 
11.11% 
1 
11.11% 
1 
44.44% 
4 
22.22% 
2 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
I felt comfortable conversing 
through the online medium. 
11.11% 
1 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
55.56% 
5 
22.22% 
2 
 
9 
I felt comfortable participating 
in the course discussions. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
44.44% 
4 
0.00% 
0 
44.44% 
4 
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Table 14 (Continued) 
 
 
Table 15.  COI Results Question #5. 
 
 
I felt comfortable interacting 
with other course participants. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
22.22% 
2 
66.67% 
6 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
I felt comfortable disagreeing 
with other course participants 
while still maintaining a sense 
of trust 
0.00% 
0 
55.56% 
5 
33.33% 
3 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
I felt that my point of view was 
acknowledged by other course 
participants. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
33.33% 
3 
33.33% 
3 
22.22% 
2 
 
9 
Online discussions help me to 
develop a sense of 
collaboration. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
55.56% 
5 
22.22% 
2 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
Class 1 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Problems posed increased my 
interest in course issues. 
0.00% 
0 
20.00% 
3 
40.00% 
6 
26.67% 
4 
13.33% 
2 
 
15 
Course activities piqued my 
curiosity. 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
18.75% 
3 
50.00% 
8 
12.50% 
2 
 
16 
I felt motivated to explore 
content related questions. 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
12.50% 
2 
50.00% 
8 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
I utilized a variety of 
information sources to explores 
problems posed in this course. 
0.00% 
0 
12.50% 
2 
31.25% 
5 
43.75% 
7 
12.50% 
2 
 
16 
Brainstorming and finding 
relevant information helped me 
resolve content related 
questions. 
0.00% 
0 
6.25% 
1 
43.75% 
7 
31.25% 
5 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
Online discussions were 
valuable in helping me 
appreciate different 
perspectives. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
37.50% 
6 
37.50% 
9 
25.00% 
4 
 
16 
Combining new information 
helped me to answer questions 
raised in course activities. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
37.50% 
6 
56.25% 
9 
6.25% 
1 
 
16 
Learning activities helped me 
construct 
explanations/solutions. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
31.25% 
5 
62.50% 
10 
6.25% 
1 
 
16 
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Reflection on course content 
and discussions helped me 
understand fundamental 
concepts in this class. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
37.50% 
6 
37.50% 
9 
25.00% 
4 
 
16 
I can describe ways to test and 
apply the knowledge created in 
this course. 
0.00% 
0 
12.50% 
2 
25.00% 
4 
56.25% 
9 
6.25% 
1 
 
16 
I have developed solutions to 
course problems that can be 
applied in practice. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
31.25% 
5 
62.50% 
10 
6.25% 
1 
 
16 
I can apply the knowledge 
created in this course to my 
work or other non-class related 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
18.75% 
3 
62.50% 
10 
18.75% 
3 
 
16 
Class 2 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Problems posed increased my 
interest in course issues. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
15.38% 
2 
53.85% 
7 
23.08% 
3 
 
13 
Course activities piqued my 
curiosity. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
15.38% 
2 
46.15% 
6 
38.46% 
5 
 
13 
I felt motivated to explore 
content related questions. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
15.38% 
2 
53.85% 
7 
30.77% 
4 
 
13 
I utilized a variety of 
information sources to explores 
problems posed in this course. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
38.46% 
5 
30.77% 
4 
23.08% 
3 
 
13 
Brainstorming and finding 
relevant information helped me 
resolve content related 
questions. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
15.38% 
2 
61.54% 
8 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
Online discussions were 
valuable in helping me 
appreciate different 
perspectives. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
23.08% 
3 
53.85% 
7 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
Combining new information 
helped me to answer questions 
raised in course activities. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
23.08% 
3 
53.85% 
7 
15.38% 
2 
 
13 
Learning activities helped me 
construct 
explanations/solutions. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
15.38% 
2 
53.85% 
7 
23.08% 
3 
 
13 
Reflection on course content 
and discussions helped me 
understand fundamental 
concepts in this class. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
23.08% 
3 
53.85% 
7 
23.08% 
3 
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I can describe ways to test and 
apply the knowledge created in 
this course. 
0.00% 
0 
15.38% 
2 
7.69% 
1 
46.15% 
6 
30.77% 
4 
 
13 
I have developed solutions to 
course problems that can be 
applied in practice. 
0.00% 
0 
7.69% 
1 
23.08% 
3 
38.46% 
5 
30.77% 
4 
 
13 
I can apply the knowledge 
created in this course to my 
work or other non-class related 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
23.08% 
3 
38.46% 
5 
38.46% 
5 
 
13 
Class 3 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Problems posed increased my 
interest in course issues. 
4.00% 
1 
12.00% 
3 
12.00% 
3 
40.00% 
10 
32.00% 
8 
 
25 
Course activities piqued my 
curiosity. 
8.33% 
2 
4.17% 
1 
8.33% 
2 
45.83% 
11 
33.33% 
8 
 
24 
I felt motivated to explore 
content related questions. 
8.00% 
2 
4.00% 
1 
4.00% 
1 
32.00% 
8 
52.00% 
13 
 
25 
I utilized a variety of 
information sources to explores 
problems posed in this course. 
8.33% 
2 
4.17% 
1 
16.67% 
4 
33.33% 
8 
37.50% 
9 
 
24 
Brainstorming and finding 
relevant information helped me 
resolve content related 
questions. 
8.33% 
2 
8.33% 
2 
20.83% 
5 
29.17% 
7 
33.33% 
8 
 
24 
Online discussions were 
valuable in helping me 
appreciate different 
perspectives. 
0.00% 
0 
16.00% 
4 
8.00% 
2 
36.00% 
9 
40.00% 
10 
 
25 
Combining new information 
helped me to answer questions 
raised in course activities. 
4.00% 
1 
8.00% 
2 
20.00% 
5 
40.00% 
10 
28.00% 
7 
 
25 
Learning activities helped me 
construct 
explanations/solutions. 
0.00% 
0 
16.00% 
4 
4.00% 
1 
52.00% 
13 
28.00% 
7 
 
25 
Reflection on course content 
and discussions helped me 
understand fundamental 
concepts in this class. 
4.00% 
1 
12.00% 
3 
12.00% 
3 
36.00% 
9 
36.00% 
9 
 
25 
I can describe ways to test and 
apply the knowledge created in 
this course. 
8.00% 
2 
4.00% 
1 
16.00% 
4 
52.00% 
13 
20.00% 
5 
 
25 
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I have developed solutions to 
course problems that can be 
applied in practice. 
4.00% 
1 
8.00% 
2 
8.00% 
2 
36.00% 
9 
48.00% 
11 
 
25 
I can apply the knowledge 
created in this course to my 
work or other non-class related 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
8.00% 
2 
8.00% 
2 
36.00% 
9 
48.00% 
12 
 
25 
Class 4 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Problems posed increased my 
interest in course issues. 
0.00% 
0 
22.22% 
2 
44.44% 
4 
33.33% 
3 
0.00% 
0 
 
9 
Course activities piqued my 
curiosity. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
33.33% 
3 
55.56% 
5 
0.00% 
0 
 
9 
I felt motivated to explore 
content related questions. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
66.67% 
6 
22.22% 
2 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
I utilized a variety of 
information sources to explores 
problems posed in this course. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
44.44% 
4 
33.33% 
3 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
Brainstorming and finding 
relevant information helped me 
resolve content related 
questions. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
44.44% 
4 
44.44% 
4 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
Online discussions were 
valuable in helping me 
appreciate different 
perspectives. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
44.44% 
4 
33.33% 
3 
22.22% 
2 
 
9 
Combining new information 
helped me to answer questions 
raised in course activities. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
55.56% 
5 
33.33% 
3 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
Learning activities helped me 
construct 
explanations/solutions. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
44.44% 
4 
44.44% 
4 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
Reflection on course content 
and discussions helped me 
understand fundamental 
concepts in this class. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
22.22% 
2 
55.56% 
5 
11.11% 
1 
 
9 
I can describe ways to test and 
apply the knowledge created in 
this course. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
33.33% 
3 
44.44% 
4 
22.22% 
2 
 
9 
I have developed solutions to 
course problems that can be 
applied in practice. 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
33.33% 
3 
44.44% 
4 
22.22% 
2 
 
9 
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Table 15 (Continued) 
 
 
 
 
I can apply the knowledge 
created in this course to my 
work or other non-class related 
activities. 
0.00% 
0 
11.11% 
1 
33.33% 
3 
22.22% 
2 
33.33% 
3 
 
9 
